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HIGHLIGHTS

With a grant from the Rosenberg Foundation, the California Youth Authority in

consultation with the Center for Correctional Justice developed principles and

guidelines for a Ward Grievance Procedure. The intent of the procedure is:

1) to give wards an opportunity for formal expression of grievances, and 2) to
provide impartial hearings and reviews involving representation of wards, staff,
and in some cases outside arbitrators to arrive at fair resolutions of the

grievances.

The Procedure was first implemented by staff and war s of Karl Holton School
on two living units during September 1973. At the same time an evaluation
plan was initiated to assess the workability and effectiveness of the new Pro-

cedure. By March, 1974, all living units had implemented the new Procedure.

This evaluation covers the time period from September, 1973, through June, 1974,
and involves both interviews and written questionnaires administered to samples
of wards and staff at various .time intervals, before and after implementation

of the new Procedure.

An overall review of tne major findings produced by the study is given in the
Conclusions and Recommendations section of the report. Presented below are

capsules of some of these findings.

GRIEVANCE STATISTICS

A total of 279 grievances were fliled during an eleven month period from Septem-
ber, 1973, through July, 1974. Composite data from all living units shows an
initially high period of use followed by a leveling out after six months to a-

bout 20 grievances being filed each month.
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Approximately half of the grievances filed dealt with policy issues. The ma-
jority of the remaining grievances dealt with individual concerns such as al-

leging a rule or policy had been unfairly applied in a specific instance.

r

Findings on disposition show that over two-thirds of the total grievénces filed

were either upheld in favor of the ward (43%) or resulted in a compromise (25%).

REESULTS CONCERNING EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

Ward Knowledge of the Grievance Procedure appears to be adequate from the stand-
point of knowing what needs to be done in order to file a grievance. However,
wards are not sufficiently aware of their rights at various decision points in
the Procedure and most wards do not know the time limits regarding filing, ap-

pealing or receiving a decision on a grievance.

Most wards and staff expressed a positive appraisal of the overall usefulness

of the Procedure.

The majority of wards and staff felt that the Grievance Procedure is a better

means for wards to express complaints than was possible otherwise.

Generally, grievances were processed in accordance with the principles and pro-

cedures developed for this purpose. This is evinced in such areas as wards
filing on a wide variety of topics and participating in formal hearings. For’
the most part, wards were satisfied with the fairness of the proceedings. How-
ever, in the area of meeting time limits, the limits were not adhered to in

many of the reviews held.

A proportionally greater number of wards expressed satisfaction when a griev-

ance resolution was reached by a formal hearing than when a resolution was

reached by jnformal means.

0f the total grievance resol&gions, approximately half of the grievants ex-
\.

pressed satisfaction with the cutcome.

The introduction of the Grievancé\Procedure at least initially appears to be

Y

associated with perceptions of greater tension on the living units. However,
3
it is also associated with an increase in the number of wards expressing a

positive attitude toward staff.

STAFF REACTION TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE \

There was almost universal agreement among staff surveyed that a formal Ward

Grievance Procedure for dealing with ward complaints is needed.

Most staff felt that the training to implement the Procedure was adequate.
However, when interviewed later, staff expressed a need for more training be-
yond initial orientation - a stronger program of on-going training and main-

tenance courses.

The impact of the Procedure was seen as creating time demand problems. How-
ever, staff felt the new Procedure helped to clarify policy issues and en-

hanced staff professionalism.




INTRODUCTION

This report presents .information gathered during the first year's operation of

the Ward Grievance Procedure Project at Karl Holton School.

- Guidelines and principles for the Grievance Procedure were established by a Youth

Authority task force in consultation with the Center for Correctional Justice,

Washington, D.C. The guidelines include a definition of grievances, the purpose
of the Procedure, and principles governing implementation of the Grievance Proce-
dure. Within this framework, specific procedures for filing and hearing griev-

ances were developgd jointly by wards and staff on each of Holton's eight halls.

The system was first initiated on two halls (Sonora and Tejon) on September 17,
1973. There was to be a gradual expansion into other hallis at the institution
. as the feasibility of the procedure was proven. By March, 1974 all units at

Karl Holton were involved with the Ward Grievance Procedure,

The Procedure is designed to ensure that wards with grievances are given oppor-
tunity for full expression of these grievances and that just resolutions are at-
tained through impartial hearings and reviews. As finally formalized, grievances
‘are channeled through three levels of hearings or reviews. The first Tevel in-
volves a committee of wards and staff; the second level review includes at least
one Youth Authority Administrator | (institution Superintendent or Assistant Sup-
erintendent, and, in some instances, the Director of the Youth Authority); and.
the third level consists of an independent review board composed of a three-per-
son panel, including a ward representative, administrative representative, and an
outside, professional arbitratof from the American Arbitration Association. De-

clsions of this latter board are advisory only.




An Interim Report was Issued in May, 1974, detailing results of the evaluation of
the first phase of the project involving two experimental halls and two compari-

son units. Thls final report deals with the Procedure's operation on all eight

halls at Kar! Helton through the end of June, 1974,

OBJECTIVES -

The evaluation plan addresses [tself to five objectives which center around the

workability and effectiveness of the Grievance Procedure, as wel] as its possi-

" ble impact upon the social climate and related factors in the participating 1iv-

Tng units. The plans for the evaluation of the pllot project were detailed in
a proposal issued in July, 1973, and revised in January, 1974. This report is

organized to relate specifically to the five objectives:

1. To assess the extent to which wards are familiar with the Grievance
Procedure.

2. To assess whether the Grievance Procedure enables wards to express
substantive complainte more adequately than was (or is) possible
otherwise.

3. To assess the degree to which grievances are processed in a workable
manner and in accord with the prineiples and procedures developed
for this purpose.

4. To assess the degree to wﬁich grievances are resolved in satisfactory
ways, as judged by grievants, wards, and staff.

5. To assess the possible impact of the Grievance Procedure upon the so-
etal elimate and related factors within the project Lliving unit. Of
particular interest ave any significant changes in: (a) acting—out'
behaviors among wards; (b) ward and staff relations; and (e) ward re-
actions to rules, regulatioms, and policy.

In addition to data concerning these objectives, findings are presented on the
number, types, and related aspects of Qrievances filed, as well as on staff re-

actlions to the Grievance Procedure.

L
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STUDY METHOD

The study method included several approaches for data collection. First, é
pre~post design involving repeated measures for panels of wards from four units

using the prccedure was utlllged. Both written questionnaires and structured

interviews administered by research personnel wers undertaken.

With the wards, the study population consisted of all wards on each of the four
halls who had been at Karl Holton at least six weeks and who were expected to
remain an additional four months so as to be available for the final testing.
The questionnaires were administered one month prior to the introduction of the
procedure on each hall and again after three months of use. The earliest of
these questionnaires were administered in August, 1973, and the final question-

naires in April, 1974. Sixty-one wards were involved.

To obtain more in-depth information, using the same criteria, interviewees were
randomly selected from five halls. These are assumed to be representative of
the larger population and included both wards‘USing the system and those not us-
ing it. These interviews were conducted during the first month of use of the
Procedure on each hall and agéin two months later. The earliest of these inter-
views were condu;ted in Sgptember, 1973. The final interviews on the last two
halls were done in April, 1974. A total of Ll wards participated in the ini-

tial interviews. The number was cut to 33 for the final interviews because of

unexpected transfers, etc.

In addition, a sample of staff from all halls were given structured interviews

%
at two points in time. Staff were interviewed approximately one month after

® H
Staff from the first two halls (Sonora and Tejon) were interviewed on a

" post basis only.

introduction on their hall and again two mohéhs later. The first interviews
were conducted in November; the tast in May, 1974. Twenty-seven staff for the
initial interview and 34 for the final interview were included. These includ-
ed a selection of all occupatiOnal groups working on the halls. In addition,

a random sample of 17 staff not working on the halls but involved with the wards

on a daily basis were interviewed. This was at one point in time only - May,

1974.

t

To provide institution-wide data relative to the functioning of the Grievance
Procedure, additional monitoring activities were undertaken commencing in Feb-
ruary, 1974. A random sample of 74 wards from all units who had not filed a
grievance in the first four months of use were interviewed. fn addition, all
users (134 wards filing grievances) were interviewed between February and late

June, 1974. Usually, this interview was within two weeks of the initial filing

date.

Finally, to better ascertain the:extent to which wards were knowlédgeable about
the Procedure, a written questionnaire on a one-time basis was administered to
all 242 wards in attendance at school at Karl Holton on June 28, 1974. Exclud~

ed were a small number of wards attending school off-grounds, sick, or in dis-

ciplinary lock-up.

In summary, the study groups involved were as follows:

Panel Wards - Questionnaires . « « - 61 pre, 61 post
Panel Wards - Interviews « « « « « « 41 pre, 33 post
User INterviews .« « « « o« » « o « + 154

Non-User Interviews .« « « « « o + + 74

Tyeatment Team Staff Interviews . . 27 pre, 34 post
Teqchers Interviews .« « « « « « « « 10, one time only
Security Staff Interviews . . « « +. 7, one time only
Ward Knowledge Questionnaire . . . . 242, one time only



FINDINGS

GRIEVANCE STATISTICS

The Ward Grievance Procedure was initiated at Karl Holton in September, 1973.
With experience gained on two living units, it was expanded to include a]{
living units by early 1974. 'During the 11 months of use at Karl Holton, 279
grievances were filed. Th; rate at which the wards on the different halls
filed grievances ranged from better than six per month (Tioga Hall - 55 griev-
ancés in 9 months) to less than two grievances per month (Sonora Hall - 21

grievances in 11 months).

The rate at which grievances were filed also varied over time. it had been
speculated that with the introduction of the Grievance Procedure there would
be an initial period of higher use due to experimentation followed by a drop
in the number of grievances filed. This proved to be true as can be seen in
éhart {. A further analysis by hall shows this to be a universal pattern -

by the end of the fourth month of use, all halls had begun to drop. However,

CHART 1

NUMBER OF GRIEVANCES FILED BY MONTH
FIRST EIGHT MONTHS OF USE*
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*
The Chart represents the first eight months of use for all halls. The first halls began
using the Procedure In September, 1973 and the last one In February, 1974-
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it does appear that by the end of the sixth month of use there is a leveling
out at about twenty grievances being filed each month by the 400 wards at the

institution.

Table 1 illustrates the subject matter of the grievances filed. As can be

‘seen, the greatest number of grievances (47%) dealt with policy issues -

usually at the hall or institutional level. The second largest number (37%)
dealt with individual concerns - usually alleging a rule or policy had been
unfairly applied in a specific instance. Only a relatively small number (11%)
dealt with alleged misconduct on the part of staff ~ contrary to the expecta-
tions of some at the time of the introduction of the Procedure. It is also
interesting to note that only a very small number (3%) dealt with ward-related
problems indicating that peer issues are relatively untouched by this system.

Wards were not willing to use the system for peer conflicts.

TABLE 1
SUBJECT OF GRIEVANCES FILED, BY LIVING UNIT
Total Sonora Tejon Tloga Carson Ponner E‘bi)ects Yuba Hono
Subject N=279 N=2§ Nw33 N=55 N=38 N=ii8 N=33 N1l Nw31

Ne. 4 No. 4 Mo, 4 No. % No. 3 No. % Ho. % No. 4 No. %
thdlvidual ........ 102 | 36.6] 5 23.8f 16| 48,5 26| 47.3] 31 7.8] 21 ] 43.8] 22| s56.4f 1] 7.1} B8} 258
POIICY eveonnsnnses 131 | 46.9] 13| 61.3] 10 30.3] 20| 36.4] 29§ 76.31 251 s2.4] 6} 15.4] 10 | 71.4f 18| 5809
Hall cevnvnenes (61)](21.9) (W) 1(19.0) (W {{12.1) (N]012.7) (22}{(57.9) (7)|Q14.6) (4)](10.3) (6)](42.9) (7)[{22.6
Institution ... | (53){(19.0) (6))(28.6) (6)}(18.2) (9)}(16.4) (4)}(10.5) (13)}(27.1) (2)} (5.1) ga) (21.4) (fog %32.3;
Departmental .. | (17)] (6.1) (3)|{(14.3) ~ - (W (2.3) (3| (7.9) (8)| (0.} = - (D] (7.1 (1] (3.2
Staff Actlon ...... sz 11.5] 30 w3l s{s.2( s 9} 3] 79 2] s.2] 923} 3l 2} 64
Ward voveernnereens 8| 2,9 - - 2| 6] 2} .8 - - - - 21 5.4 - - 2] 6.k
EQuipment v........ 61 2.1 - - - - 21 3.6 31 7.9] - - - - - - 11 3.2

The breakdqwn by vafious halls does indicate some differential filing by these

groups. For example, the wards on Carson Hall (a Junior College Unit) were much

¥
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more likely to file on policy matters than were the wards of Ebbetts Hall. On
the other hand, wards from Ebbetts were much more likely to file concerning a

staff memberts conduct than were wards from Carson Hall.

An early speculation was that because of their age and relative sophistication,
the wards on the Junior College units would use the Grievgnce system to attack
different issues than would the rest of the wards at Karl Holton. Significant
differences did occur as can be seen in Table 2. These older wards did
raise policy issues more often than the other wards, although this was largely
because of Carson Hall and not Donner Hali. There was also a tendency not to
use the system to deal with staff-related problems to the same extent that it

was used on other halls.

TABLE 2

SUBJECT OF GRIEVANCES FILED
JUNIOR COLLEGE UNITS =~ REGULAR UNITS

Pre-established procedures allow for “joint”lgrievances to be filed by groups
of wards reacting to common problems. One hypothesis was that with continued
experience, greater use would be made of this provision by groups of wards.

As can be seen in Table 3, filing of common grievances by two or more persons
did not occur to any great degree (only 21 or 7.5% of the total number filed).
Most of these were in the first three months of use. However, there was con-
siderable use of the system by individuals filing about problems affecting

more than one ward. A separate analysis did show some increased:use of the

system for this purpose over time.

TABLE 3

ORIGINATOR OF GRIEVANCES

Total™ College Non-College
Subject N=279 N=86 N=193

Number { Percent! Number i Percent] Number { Percent

Individual .. ivnvinnnnn 102 36.6 24 27.9 78 4.4
Policy ..eivninnnnnn . 131 L46.9 5h 62.8 77 39.9
Hall Looooiiioiee. (61) | (21.9)| (29) | (33.7)| (32) | (16.6)
Institution ........ (53) | (19.0) (17) (19.8)] (36) | (18.7)
Departmental ....... (7 (6.1) (8) (9.3) (9) (4.7)
Staff Action ...vveinnn. 32 11.5 5 5.8 - 27 14,0
Ward . .viverenennnnnnns . 8 2.9 - - 8 4 1
Equipment ......cevvun.. 6 2.1 3 3.5 3 1.6

Originator Number | Percent

Total Grievances Filed .......v0vne Ceesaaenes ceesans 279 | 100.0
Grievances Filed by Groups .e.evevencrenrsss cetaanes 21 7.5
Grievances Filed by Individuals ......c.cvunts Ceeens 258 92.5
concerning individual problems ......ccocionnnn. (117) {(41.9)
concerning group problems ....viieeiiiiiiiiiinen (141) (50.6)

a

An analysis was made to determine if there appeared to be any differentiél use
of the system by ethnic groups. Findings are reported in Table 4. Taking only
those grievances filed by individuals, it‘does appear that Caucasians filed a
greater number of grievances in proportibn to their répresentation in the total

population than one would expect. The reverse was true of Qlacks.

&
‘*x2=|3.0, d.f.=2, significant at p<.01, College vs. Non-College by

Individual vs. Policy vs. remaining subjects.

B e
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TABLE &4

ORIGINATOR OF GRIEVANCE BY ETHNIC GROUP

, Numb Percent
Ethnic Group- N:;;g; Percent of Total
Population##
CAUCASTAN veverenernsnnsanonneannsse 165 65.2 Lo 4
Mexican-American ..... iseeeanaas 21 8.3 11.0
BIaCK vevrineeerenneenonnsosenonnns 60 23.7 35.8
Other vvvevevennneans C e eereanes 7 2.8 3.8

* Not included in the total are 21 grievances filed by groups
and five were ethnic origin was not known.

*% Average percentage for period of December 31, 1973 to June 30,
1974.

In an attempt to determine the outcome of the grievances filed, final disposi-
tions for all grievances were noted. These were divided into four categories
based on resolutions noted on copies of the written forms returned to the wards.
The four categories were: resolution basically upheld or granted that which

the grievant requested, a compromise was reached granting in part that which
was requested, the grievance was denied in that the grievant did not get what

he requested, and undetermined -~ indicating a clear-cut finding could not be

made based on the written form.

Table 5 shows that well over two-thirds of the total grievances filed were ei-
ther upheld In favor of the ward (43%) or resuited in a combromise (25%). Only
26% were flatly denied. There was some variance among dispositions reached for

the grievances filed on the different hails. It would appear that the wards on

_]]_

Mono and Sonora Halls were the most likely to have their grievances denied
while in contrast those from Ebbetts and Donner stood a rather good chance of

at least arriving at a compromise if not having their grievance upheld.

TABLE 5

WARD GRIEVANCE DISPOSITION BY HALL
September, 1973 - August, 1974

Total Upheld Compromise Denied Undetermined*
Halls
Number [Percent| Number |Percent| Number |Percent| Number {Percent| Number |Percent
Total Grievances Filed ..| 279 100.0 120 k3.0 | 70 25.1 12 25.8 17 6.1
SONOra c.iievues 23 100.0 10 47.6 3 14.3 8 38.13 - -
Tejon ...ovvenn 33 100.0 13 39.4 8 24.3 8 2h.2 4 12,1
TiOGE veeovenas 55 100.0 22 40.0 16 29.1 13 23.6 4 7.3
Carson veeevass 38 100.0 13 34.2 12 31.6 13 34.2 - -
Donner ...4.e .. 48 100.0 24 50.0 13 27.1 8 16.7 3 6.2
Ebbetts ....... 39 100.0 20 51.3 11 28.2 5 12.8 3 7.7
) (T1-T- R 14 100.0 4 28.6 ‘3 21.4 L 28,6 3 21.4
Mono .......... 31 100.0 1h 45,2 4 12.9 13 4.9 . - -

* Includes grievances filed but not resolved.

When grievance dispositions are looked at in terms of the éthnic background of
the person filing the grievance (Table 6), it would appear that the s;ales are
tipped in favor of the Caucasian over minorities. For example, grievances filed
by Whites were denied a little over 20% of the time, while those filed by Blacks

were denied almost 40% of the time. The reason for this is not clear based on

the data available.
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TABLE 6 .~ (Level 11). At lower levels, grievances tended to be upheld more often al-
WARD GRIEVANCE DISPOSITION BY ETHNICITY OF GRIEVANT . though it might be argued they often dealt with less substantial issues.
September, 1973 - August, 1974
- . Finally, a check was made to see the degree to which the system was used by
Total Upheld ¢ i Cenied Undeterminedt -
Ethnic Group 22 P e i e a large number of wards as opposed to use by a small group of "discontents''.

Number {Percent j Number [Percent | Number |Percent} Number |Percent|Number Percent

' Table 8 shows that 163 grievances were filed by separate individuals during
Total Grievances Filed ..... 279 100.

o} 120 43.0 70 25.1 72 25.8 17 6.1
CauCasian +.vvuuns 165 100.0 72 43.6 48 29.1 34 20.6 1 6.7 the first 11 months. Thus, assuming an average population of approximately
I Mexican-American . | . 21 100.0 10 47.6 5 23.8 6 28.6 - -
Black ..ovvvvennns 60 { 100.0 20 33.3 1" 18.4 23 38.3 6 10.0 400 wards during that time, about 40% of them used the system at least once.
- Orfental vuvuves.. 7 | 100.0 4 57.1 2 28.5 1 14.3 - -
Other®* ,......... 26 100.0 14 53.8 4 15.4 8 30.8 - -

As can be seen, 24 went on to file a second grievance while 25 filed three or

more.
* {ncludes those grievances unresolved.
*% fncludes group grievances. TABLE 8
FREQUENCY OF FILING BY INDIVIDUAL GRIEVANTS
September, 1973 - August, 1974
Dispositions were also looked at in terms of the level of review when reached '
(Table 7). Significant differences were noted. Denials occurred most when Frequency of Filing 5 Number | Percent
grievances were reviewed by the Superintendent or Director of the Youth Authority - . .
Individual grievants ..... Ceeisieraeaanes Ceeieneane 163 - 100.0
: Filed Once vvcvvnvinnnnnes deedeaeens reeeecaens 114 69.9
Filed Twice ....... A A - 24 14.7
TABLE .
7 Filed Three or More ......o.vn.n. Cetedenasreenn ' 25 15.4
WARD GRIEVANCE DISPOSITION BY FINAL LEVEL OF REVIEW -
September, 1973 - August, 1974 .
Level of Review Total.” Upheld Compromise Dented Undetermined ## ‘ L
Number [Percent | Number |Percent | Number |Percent | Number |Percent | Number |Percent ~ Tn Summary, 279 grievances were filed during the first 11 morjths of use. All
Total Grievance Flled ... | 279 | 100.0 | 120 43,0 70 25.1 72 25.8 17 6.1 halls showed a pattern of initial higher use followed by a dec}ine,in the rate
Withdrawn ..... 7 | 100.0 - - - - - - 7 | 100.0 R S
Informa! ..... 63 100.0 29 46.1 21 33.3 6 9.5 7 11.1 at which grievances were filed after the first four months. Complaints In-.
teve; :l ....... 10; 100.0 50 49.5 23 22.8 26 25.7 2 2.0 S -
Lover 111 | 1% 000 3 gg:g 23 ;g:g 33 ?g:; 1 1.0 volving problems with peers were not dealt with by the system. Most griev-
ances (84%) dealt with either policy issues or individual problems. There

*x?=17.5, d.f.=8, significant at p<.025, Dispositions by Levels of Review. was little use of the Procedure by groups with almost all grievances being

**Includes those grievances unresolved.
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. AT . . Objective 1 -~ To assess the cxizmt to which wards are familiar with the
filed by individuals. Grievants tended to be White rather than Black. Use

. . . L. Grievance Procedure
was relatively widespread - not being limited to a few ''discontents''. Finally,

grievances tended to be upheld or result in a compromise rather than being 7o evaluate this objective, a special questionnaire was developed and adminis-
L4 -

denied. tered to 242 wards at Karl Holton School. The questionnaire was administered
' ' to all wards available in classroom sessions on June 28, 1974. This was approx-

imately five months after the last of the living units implemented the new Pro-

cedure.

1

The questionnaire was developed in conjunction with staff of the Center for Cor-

rectional Justice, to assure it would cover the important issues of what a ward

should know about the rocedure so that he could effecti?ely use it. The ques~-

tionnaire consists of seventeen items covering a wide range of questions on spe-

cific aspects of the Procedure.

. Tables 9 through 12 provide data based on the questionnaire showing the extent
to which wards are knowledgeable of the Grievance Procedure. The first table ;
concerns wardsé understanding of the types of grievances that can or cannot be

filed. The second table provides data on wards' knowing their rights at various

critical points in the Procedure. The third table displays information regard-

Setintmn . e e

ihg how well wards know certain time limits within the procedure. The fourth
table provides data on the extent to which wards understand what to do in order

to file a grievance and other procedural matters.

e g o e M s i v et oL PR

Table 9 is comprised of five items displaying responses from wards to questions
concerning the types of grievance that can be filed. The correct response cat-
egory is identified by an asterisk. The questions in the table are arranged in

descending order from the one with the highest number of correct responses.

B
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TABLE 9

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE:

TYPES OF GRIEVANCE THAT CAN BE FILED

¥

Questions

Can a ward file a grievance concerning a hall rule?

NO cvvirvnvenconesantansensnsseans fasescenan

Can a ward file a grievance because he did not ger all the
points he has earned?

NO v iiiiieennsoeteoostonsassssosassasssasassas

Can a ward file a grievance against a rule made by the
Director of the Youth Authority?

Can a ward file a grievance using the Ward Grievance Pro-
cedure when the YA Board makes a decision he doesn't like?

MNO vevirvnenesn L ee s e beeseerec e ananarens .
DON't KNOW +ivnvinneencnnnsesnvesaonsannsns
NO GNSWEL .t vieesarsonssseosonassnnsans

Can a ward file a grievance using the Ward Grievance Pro-
cedure against a DDMS decision to take away a day pass?

*No ... .
DON't KNOW vvteietvnenniaoennannnnns e
NO GNSWEL s eevevrsesresscosansanscasnsssensas

N=242
Number {Percent
194 80.2
15 6.2
31 12.8

2 0.8
182 75.2
23 9.5
35 14.5
2 0.8
154 63.6
28 11.6
57 23.5
3 1.3
75 31.0
92 38.0
70 28.9
5 2.1
132 54.5
L2 17.4
67 27.7
1 C.4

* Correct answer. Average correct responses for the five

items is 54.9%.

o

B
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Table 9 shows that correct responses from the wards questioned on the five items
ranged from 80.2 percent to 17.4 percent. It is interesting to note that the
questions with the highest percent of correct responses are ones which reauire
a ''yes'' answer rather than a no'' answer. This may imply that wards feel that
they can file a grievance on any matter; in regard to simply measuring the ex-
tent of wards's knowledge in this area, 3 out of 5 questions were answered cor-

rectly by two-thirds of the respendents.

A3

Table 10 consists of five items showing responses from wards to questions con-

cerning the rights of the ward grieving.

Table 10 reveals that correct responses to the five items concerning this par-
ticular area range from 53.3 percent to 42.2 percent. Based on this, it appears
that wards are only marginally aware of their rights at various points in the

Grievance Procedure.




]

- 18 - ’ - - 19 -
TABLE 10 Table 11 is comprised of three items displaying responses from wards to questions
ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE: concerning certain time ,1imits with the Procedure.
RIGHTS OF THE WARD GRIEVING
i ’ N=242
Questlons
Number {Percent . TABLE 11
‘ ' EDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE:
#*%A ward and his representative have the right to be pre- : ITEMS ON WARD KNOW%'ME LIMITS
sent at the hall grievance committee meeting: ,
AATWAYS seosannsns teeens thesiceasecseannana 129 53.3 N=242 i
SomMetimes .iieecavenesvrensonsansnsnssnnons 40 16.5 Questions :
Hever ....... 8 3.3 Number [Percent !
Don't KNOW veevevecnose cieteccsssarensaans 62 25.6 T »
NO @nSWer ..i.eicecsncenssanosnssssacansnnane 3 1.3 The hall grievance committee must give a ward an answer %
if a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance committee to his grievance within: ‘
decides, he can appeal it if: 4 working days e 29 12.0 ’
ceevessneans ceenen .. e > 21 '
Grievance clerk says it's 0.K. «.oveenvnns 12 5.0 *5 working gays Cieseccensesnasasssces . 58 3.3 !
Staff say it's 0.K. vuvevennnnanannn. 12 5.0 S N oy s 38 | 15.7
*Ward wants to appeal .....iieeiiieiiinenes 124 51.2 7 working days ....c....... .es - 18 e i
Both ward and staff say 1t's 0.K. .ouvuees 19 7.8 Dontknow..............................." 7 B :
Don't know ..euuvs teerienseaceotnesnrsenan - 72 29.8 NO GNSWEE +evaeenoscnccsansnseosonssosassases :
NO BNSHEF ovvreerremrrnerersiieraneaerens 3 12 ) {f a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance Fommittee
if a ward hasn't heard from the hall grievance committee decides and wants to appeal, he must do it within:
about his grievance within 5 to 7 days, he has the right 12 hours s 25 10.3
fo? . %08 hOUTS eevvececrsanrossoncncnnscasessnones 6? Zg-z
Forget 1t .vieveivceaveenssvoosssannssnansa 3 1.2 3(2) :gz:: .............:::::::::::::::::::::: 33 13.7
Talk to staff .. .eiiiveiiiennnroscennenens 22 9.1 : cesrescsneons - 112 46,3
File new grievance ..... . vvieenvavcoconns 29 12.0 Don't know ...... Ciessraeseresevasssncasan ' .
*Go to the superintendent .......cceeeennse 119 49.2 NO ansWwer .....ceecercecerncrnncneranrnncnee
» .
N amswer LT S | If a ward dossn't 1ike something that happened, how long
after it happens does he have to file a grievance? ;
If a decislon by the hall grievance committee or super- 19 7.8 ;
Intendent Is not carried out, the ward has the right to: ;g :23:: esssesesasnartesenntoontena ....::: , . 57 §
2 mesesssusenea .--..-........-..u-.- . 2 .6 ?
*File a new grievance ..... Ceerenenseranans 109 ks.0 *48 :ours Rttt gz 12'9 é
Forget it cvvveenveenn Cevonsesercecscsrsans 12 5.0 32 '2u;:oé......‘.".‘.'.'.::::::::::....-.. 19 b9 2 E
Talk to your counselor .veveeeceeeeeneenns 34 14.0 von IR Teseeeree . 2 0.8 !
Talk to the chaplain ...... e e 6 2.5 NO GNSWEER +cvecessncssrsssvstssssnasunonassss ﬁ
DON't KNOW vuneevnoverssecnnsnoacsenacesns 71 29.3 ;
NO answer couviveeess N 10 h.2 i
| or for these three items Is 26.7%.
*%|f a ward doesn't like the decision made on his griev- *Correct answers. Average correct responses tor tne _ |
ance by the superintendent, he can: ) j
Do nothling about Tt (.iiiiiievivaniiennnns 11 L.5 ot hree questions range from 37.2 per- é
*Appeal to outslde arbitrator ......eeeuese 102 42.2 Table 11 shows that correct responses to the ¢ q J |
Flle a new grievance ....veevesavensacanss 56 23.1 . . . |
Don't Know +.vvesvonnsn Chrtiscsenabarenans 64 26.5 cent to 14.9 percent. In comparison to the other three areas, it is evident that
NO answer +iviveivene Cresssesarraeesansans 9 3.7 v
wards are least knowiedgeable about time limits.

*Correct answer. Average correct responses for the flve Items 1s 48.2%.

**Questions rated as the most Important by consultants and Superintendent/ .
Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton. !
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Table 12 consists of four items displaying responses from wards to questions con- . The first two items in Table 12 reveal that most wards know what needs to be done l
cerning the filing procedure and other procedural matters. in order to file a grievance. This is indicated by 70 percent of the wards knowing j

that the ward grievance clerk is the person he first files his grievance with.

TABLE 12 Also, approximately 56 percent of the ward quesiioned were able to name the griev-

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE: ance clerk on their hali. The other two items in this table show wards to be
FILING PROCEDURE AND OTHER

fairly knowledgeable about representation on the hall grievance committee; however,

Ne=242 k only 27.3 percent of the 242 wards were able to correctly answer the fourth ques-

Questians

umber [Percent . .
N : tion. v

*%*%A ward normally first files his grievance with:

In Summary, it appears that most wards know what needs to be done in order to @
Superintendent .......eees Cerevesenesunns P 4 1.7 g
Treatment Team Supervisor ....ceec... D P 9 3.7 . . . . . i
Counselor ..... ereereaannnn Ceeeteseeainsennaans 26 10.7 file a grievance; however, wards are not adequately informed regarding their i
*Ward Grievance Clerk ........ cecans sracasecrsecve 170 70.3 . ;
Don't know ....... e ARCEEEERTETRRR cenens 31 12.8 rights at various decision points in the Procedure and most wards do not know the ;
NO BNSWEL tvvereniorsvenssncacasnanannsns crseens 2 0.8 i
#*%Your hall grievance clerk is: specific time limits regarding filing, appealing or receiving a decision on a {
**Name ...... Creneereaaas ceeeeeaan eeeneneiieeee | 138 55.8 grievance. 1
Don't KROW «cvevevecenncencnonans ehcserueseanaasne 103 k2.6 {
NO answer c.eeveveess creenten ereseanseincananas 4 1.6 . ] é
dditi i lected i f t i - 4
The hall grievance committee which makes-decislons abaut An additional analysis of selected items on ward knowledge of the Grievance Pro w
our grievance includes: : . . . f
Y g ; cedure shows the number of correct answers is affected by wards' length of time ;
Wards only c.oveiene Ceeeeearsccesitsescannsnanase 18 7.4 ‘ ) ‘ ;
Staff only ........ cesseseees ceeeresens ceeennans th 5.8 at Karl Holton School. The 242 respondents were divided into the following thiree ;

*Both wards and staff ...... Ceceesasacaeann taeees 153 63.2
Only outside volunteers ....cccumincnonncicaeness 3 1.3 PR ) _ ) {
DONTE KNOW 4o vsernaennneecneassannasernnes 52 | 21.5 groups based on their time at the School:

NO @NSWET +euuerviosnasocascnscsaacsossssnansans 2 0.8

« 1) Two months and less
If a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance committee o
decides and wants to appeal, the person who has the power 2) Three to six months
to make the next decision is: o

3) Seven months and more

Senifor Youth Counselor .....icveesenvensosscnnase 38 15.7 1
Treatment Team Supervisor ...... tiessesraanasens Lk 18.2 . !
*Superintendent ...... e e, e teeaennae 66 27.3 The data in Table 13 shows a general trend of wards' knowledge of the Procedure |
Outside Arbitrator ......oeeevunnns veeresienanos 17 7.0 : j

Don't know ..ieveiniiiniinnn, R LT R PR 73 30.2 increasing as their length of time at the School increased. This most likely in- |

NO BNSWEE tivsivvnnssovessoccsnscannaassassannns 4 1.6 ;
dicates that wards acquire knowledge of the Procedure informally from peers, 3

g r

, r

*Correct answer. The average correct responses for the first two ltems is e rather than formal training and points to the need for more initial training for !

63%. The average correct responses for the last two items [s 45.2%.
*%Correct answer required ward writing name of grlevance clerk.
***Questions rated as the most important by consultants and Superintendant/
Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton.

wards when they first arrive at the School.

i
i
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TABLE 13 Objective 2 -~ Does the Grievance Procedure allow wards to express substan-
ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 1 tive complaints more adequately than was possible otherwise?
BY WARDS' LENGTH OF TIME AT KARL HOLTON
(In Percent)
- : To better determine what methods had existed at Karl Holton for complaint reso-
Length of Time at Karl Holton lution prior to the introduction of the Grievance Procedure, a sample of wards
: Two months Three to Seven months ‘from five halls were asked about their complaints and experiences prior to the
Question¥* or more Six months or more
Grievance Procedure in getting them resolved. Staff were also asked similar
N=73 N=84 N=814
questions. As Table 14 shows, taking the problem directly to staff was by far
A ward normally first files his . - .y :
gri:CanZe z?thz ties _ 3 the most popular option utilized by wards. This did not vary from hall to hall.
Superintendent . L 1.4 1.2 2.4 It would appear that most wards saw themselves as not using the more formalized
Treatment Team Supervisor ..... 6.8 L.8 -
CoUNSEIOr veivennieenennnnnens 17.8 9.5 6.0
**Ward Grievance Clerk .......... 46.6 78.5 83.3
DON't KNOW «evrverenrnenennnnns 26.0 4.8 8.3 TABLE 14
NO BNSWEF wovvvevereneenenenny P b2 ) WARD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PRIOR TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE
Your hall grievance clerk is: ,
Ward Staff
K ANEME v ot v i s e s enronanncnonees 35.6 60.7 69.0 ] : N=lﬂs N:36*
DON*t KNOW «vvvenreneennnnnn. 61.6 38.1 29.8 Question -
No answer ....ivieiivecienennns - 2.8 1.2 1.2 Number Percent Number Percent
A ward and his representative have ' ] . : .
the right to be present at the hall What did you do with complairts
rievanc itt ting: '
9 e commitiee meeting Went to staff .............. 24 58.6 28 77.8
TEATWAYS ittt L6.6 53.6 59.5 Went to another ward ....... ' P 2.4 - -
SOMELIMES - nvvevneessenennnnns 16.4 21.4 11.9 Went to superintendent ..... - - 3 8.3
NeVer iiiiriiinoreinnennonnnns 1.4 1.2 7.1 ) W?nt to large group ........ - - 3 8.3
DON't KNOW «vvvvvneeennnennnnnn 34,2 21.4 21.5 Did nothing ................ 12 29.3 - -
NO @NSWEE +vvvivivernneesnennns 1.44 2.4 - Other ........covveiiennnsn 3 7.3 2 5.6
Had no complaints .......... 1 2.4 - -
If a ward doesn't like the decision
made on his grievance by the Super- What happened?
Intendent, he can:
’ Generally resolved ......... 6 14.6 17 L7.2
Do nothing about it ....cuuuen. 2.7 3.6 7.2 Sometimes resolved ......... h 9.8 12 33.3
**Appeal to outside arbitrator ... 24.7 48.8 51.2 seldom or never resolved ... 22 53.7 6 16.7
File a new grievance .......... 32.9 19.0 19.0 Other Creeessereascenaaon 8 19.5 1 2.8
DON't KNOW +vvrerrrnnrnneernns. 37.0 23.8 19.0 No complaint ............... 1 2.4 - -
No answer ....... N 2.7 L.8 3.6
*Asked of staff on pre basis only (27) except on two halls interviewed
on a post basis only (9). ‘

*Questions rated as the most important by consultants and Superintendent/
Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton.

**Correct answer. :
*k%Correct answer required ward writing name of grievance clerk. o
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approaches (going to the Superintendent, taking up the problem in Large Group
counseling sessions) although they were mentioned by staff. |t is particularly
interesting to note that a sizeable group of the wards (29%) reported doing noth':

’

ing with their complaints.

Wards and staff were also questioned about the extent to which complaints had
been resolved in the past; A relatively small group of wards (24%) felt that
complaints at Holton had been either '‘generally' or ''sometimes'' resolved. The
largest number (54%) expressed the feeling that resolution had occurred Useldom'
or '""mever''. In contrast, staff tended to be quite a bit more optimistic. Al-
most half thought complaints had generally been worked out. The rest were less
certain - including 17% who thought ''seldom or never'' would best describe the

situation.

As previously noted, with the introduction of a formal grievance system there
was considerable use of it by a fairly largé number of wards - approximately
four out of every ten during the first 11 months. However, because of its non-
use by better than half the wards, an attempt was made to look at both those

who filed and those who did not file to see if the Procedure was really a viable

alternative available to all wards and to determine what differentiated between

the two groups.

A random sample of wards not using the Grievance Procedure from all halls were
asked to explain how they dealt with their complaints. Table 15 indicates the
single largest reaction (42%) was to take the matter up directly with staff. A
fairly sizeable group (28%) did indicate that they would use the Grievance Pro- '
cedure although they hadn't done so up to rnow. Doing nothing (15%) or denying ;

they had complaints (11%) accountéd for most of the rest. It is interesting

s
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to note that when these responses are compared to those made by wards describ-
ing problem resolution prior to the Grievance Procedure, the biggest change is
a sharp drop In the percentage of respondents saying they did nothing when

faced with a problem. It would seem that even if not used, the Procedure is

seen as a potential avenue for complaint resolution.

TABLE 15

NON-USERS METHODS OF DEALING WITH COMPLAINTS °

N=7

Questions
Number® | Percent

How do you deal with complaints

Talk with'staff ....ccvieeinennn. e tienrnenanee 32 42 .1
Use grievance procedure .....eeeieesenss Ceenaas 21 27.6
Talk with other wards ...evseeennonnsssssorssas 3 3.9
Do nothing ...... et tereseraeenert e e 11 14.5
Other attempted resolution .......cvveieionanns 1 1.3
No significant complaints ...ccevevneeecennnnns 8 10.5

%

More than one response possible.

When asked why they hadn't used the Procedure although all were aware of its
existence, Table 16 shows answers varied. The largest number (20 or 27%) felt
there was nd complaint of such a serious nature that they had wanted to file a
grievance. L47% either saiq they preferred to work it out another'Way or had
other miscellaneous reasons for not using the system. A relatively small num-
ber (11 or 15%) were reluctant to file out of fear of possible negative conse-

quences. Almost an equal number did not file because they felt it would not do

any good.

A
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TABLE 17" §
TABLE 16 i
, WARD PERCEPTIONS OF USEFULNESS OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE ﬁ
REASONS FOR NOT USING GRIEVANCES PROCEDURE L (USER/NON~USER) i
‘; §
. "User" ""Nonr~user"
. N=74 . ' Total Wards Wards Wards
Quesiion : .
Number* | Percent : : Question N=208 N=134 N=74
Number {Percent| Number [Percent| Number |Percent
Why haven't you used the grievance procedure?
How useful is the griev~
No complaint serious enough ..... N 20 27.0 ance procedure g
Prefer to work it out another way ......c.e.un.. 16 21.6 .
) ) Useful ...oevvnn.s. . 49 23.6 29 21.6 20 27.0
Fear possible negative consequences ............ 11 14.9 Fairly useful ...... 94 45.2 62 46.3 32 43.2
System Tacks credibility vuvevevnnreeenennnnnns 10 13.5 ! Poor system ........ L2 20.2 29 21.6 13 17.6
Bad system ......... 13 6.2 10 7.5 3 4.1
0 ] Y= R 19 25.7 Other vveevevennnun. 8 3.8 2 1.5 6 8.1
No answer ........ . 2 1.0 2 1.5 - e ;

%

More than one response possible.

However, a separate analysis (Table 18) does show variation between the ratings

Both users and non-users were asked for a generalized appraisal of the useful- given by the wards from various halls. For example, on Ebbetts Hall, only eight

ness of the system in resolving complaints. wards out of forty (20%) saw the systen as genera1ly useful. Fourteen (36%) said

As Table 17 shows, even after having filed a grievance or having watched the Pro- TABLE 18
cedure in use for four months, there was a reluctance on the part of most wards PERCEPTION OF USEFULNESS OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE BY HALLV

to categorize the process as ''generally useful''. However, only a very small num- B ]
v S Totat* Sonora Tejon Tloga Carson Donner Ebbetts Yuba Mono
X . . g - - - -4 = © Ne20 N2
ber (6%) saw the Procedure as being so ''bad! that it should be abolished. Be- .° Questlon N=208 ¥=13 N=20 Nw25 N=32 N=34 N=i0 ‘
4 No. k4 No. % No. S No. k4 No. 3 No. % No. 3 No. 3 No. 4 :
tween the ''users' and the ''mon-users'' there is very little if any difference - S §
: How useful is the
. . . Grlievance Proce-
certainly not enough to account for one group having filed grievances and the : dore *
: Useful ........ b9 | 23.6] & | 30.8] 3 | 15.0] 12 | uB.of 5 | 15.6] & | 23.6] 8 | 20.0] 3 | 15.0] 6 | 25.0
other not. : e J
Falrly useful . | o4 | 45.2] 3 | 23.1] o | 45.0f 10 | 40.0[ 19 | 59.4] 20 | s8.8] t7 | h2.5) & | 20.0] 12 | s0.0
Poor system ... | 42 | 20.2| 5 | 38.4) 5 | 25.0f 9 boj 8 {a25.0f & | 11.8 12 | 30.0] 2 | 10.0f 5 | 20.8
o Bad system .... | 13 6.2} 1 7.7] 1 5.0f - - - - - - 2 5.0] 8 | 4o.0f -~ -
i . : ‘
{ Other ....ee... 8 3.8 - - 1 5.0 2 8.0 - - 1 2.9 1 2.5 3 | 15.0f 1 4.2
No answer ..... 2 1.0 - - 1 5.0 - - - - 1 2.9 - - - - - - :

s s L
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it was either a poor system needing extensive revision or so bad it needed to be '

Because staff occupy an extremely powerful position in the eyes of most wards,

replaced. Yuba Hall was even worse, 10 out of 20 (50%) taking the latter posi- _
it was felt to be important to determine how wards thought staff reacted to fil-

tion. By contrast, on Tioga Hall, 22 of 25 (88%) saw the Procedure as either _ )
T ing of grievances. |If they perceived a negative reaction this could be expected ’

generally or faily useful.* .
to drastically reduce the effectiveness of the Procedure as a channel for com-

Users and non-users were asked a question to find out how comfortable they would plaint resolution. Staff were asked how they thought fellow staff felt about
feel in using the system to register a complaint. Responses are presented in - ward's filing grievances. Wards were asked how they thought staff felt. Find- i
Table 19. Based on this, it would appear that users of the system are more like ings are reported in Table 20. /

ly to feel comfortable in bringing up a wider variety of complaints than are non

users. For example, almost twice as many non-users are users reported that they

TABLE 20

would be comfortable filing only a ''few! types of grievances.*¥

STAFF AND WARDS' PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF REACTION TO USE OF :
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE |

TABLE 19 “ -
COMFORT IN FILING GRIEVANCES Total - Total Panel "Non-User" ‘
: . Staff Wards Wards Wards ;
Question 3
Users Non~Users N=51 N=107 N=33 N=74 :
Question N=134 N=74 N % N 5 y ~. % " ;
0. o. 0. No. :
Number Percent Number Percent . :
?ow do you think staff feel toward wards ]
Would you (or wards) feel comfortable V Hing grievances? ‘
filing:
ng Accept Tt cuiiiuiiiinnineneninneeans cens 15 29.h4] 29 27.1f 13 39.41 18 21.3
Most types of grievances ...... 68 50.8 23 3.1 ; ° Accept It with some reservation ......:. 21 hi.2} 26 24,31 12 36.4] 14 18.7
Some types of grievances ...... 33 24.6 28 37.8 . Somewhat suspicious of It .............. 13 |-25.5| 20 18.7) 4| 12.1] 167 | 21.3
Few types of grievances ....... 17 12.7 17 23.0 < Don't want anything to do with It ...... - | - 16 15.01 3 9.1 13 17.4
1 .
No grievances ......... SETTPRE 10 7.5 6 8.1 E Depends on Individual staff ............ 1| 200 1 f103] 1 | o300 |3
Don't Know veeevvennan, NPT Ceeraaes 1 2.0{ 5 bt - - 5 6.8

* Just why this variation is not clear. However, common to both Ebbetts and
Yuba Is limited resolution of grievances by the hall Grievance Committee.
On Ebbetts, grlevances were generally dealt with informally. On Yuba, a :
high percentage went to the Superintendent. This is in contrast with Tioga ' By and large, staff perceived themselves as fairly accepting of the idea although
where a high percentage were dealt with by the committee. See Table 26. ‘

*% This finding was reinforced by analysis of additional data which showed ;
that while 39% of those who filed a grievance said they would file on ”any- ‘
thing', only 8% of the non-users agreed they would do the same. ‘
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25% did state that they thought others were at least somewhat suspicious.*

Wards as a group tended to be more pessimistic about how they thought staff pro °

ably falt. This was most markedly apparent when responses from wards not using

the system are compared to those panel wards randomly selected from the first

five ﬁnits to use the Procedure. Fully 17% of the non-users thought staff 'did

want anything to do with it"' and they were joined by an additional 21% who thou :

staff to be at least suspicious.

To better determine what was in fact staff's reaction when a grievance was file
at least in the eyes of the wards doing the filing - users of the system were
questioned about what they thought to be the reaction to their complaints both
before actually filing and-then once they had filed a formal complaint. Table
21 show that equal numbers felt that there had been positive or negative re-
action to complaints prior to filing. Very often, those feeling that there had
been positive support related that they had.been encouraged to file a grievance
as the best means of getting the problem solved. Once the grievance had actu-
ally been filed, only 17% of those interviewed reported that there had been a

necative reaction from staff.** Among the remainder, 30% felt that there had

* Further questioning also revealed that better than two-thirds of those in-
terviewed thought this acceptance did vary from staff member to staff mem-
ber. The two generally held opinions seemed to be that since the line
worker was the most involved he was probably the most concerned or that ac-
ceptance was based on the individuals own sense of security on the job.

The more secure he was the less likely he was to worry about the introductic :

of a grievance procedure.

*% Jt should be added that with two possible exceptions, there was never a
claim by a ward to have been subjected to any form of reprisal for the use
of the system. In neither of the two was it felt that serious reprisals,
if any at all, had in fact taken place.

again been positive support for the move.

TABLE 21

GRIEVANTS PERCEIVED REACTIONS OF STAFF TO FILING PROCESS

N=134
Question
Number Percent
What was:
Reaction to complaint before filiing '
SUPPOTLIVE +eeieracnvnsnocesannss In 30.6
Neutral seeesveeveseovenanonsvane 28 2C.9
Negative «oeesveerssvenncononcnns 4 30.6
Undetermined/None ,........ cveses 21 15.7
Other ..... serasseeacane veescaans - -
NO ANSWEI +teeveccesonconvasnssnas 3 2.2
Reaction to filing grlevance
SUPPOrtive +reevecssessescnoscans In 30.6
Neutral .ovvvvveeereoseeonnanones 36 26.9
Negative ..evvoarsn teeensanne cees 23 17.2
Undetermined/None .......... venee 29 21.6
Othel" et esosrenee ee s s st e LI 'Y 5 3'7

Finally, wards were asked what could be done to improve the functioning of the
.new Procedure (Table 22). Taken as a group, very few (less than 5%) felt things
to be so good that no changes were needed. Particularly among those who- had
filed grievances was there a call for various procedural changes which they
thought would make things better. These were scattered over a broad range -
from how to pick the mediator to changing the appeal process. A fairly sizeable
group of wards felt that staff ''power' should be lessened somehow. This was
generally expressed in terms of having ''outsiders' come in earlier to hear the

matter under consideration. As might be expected, the non-users were the most
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likely (25%) to be lacking in suggestions.

TABLE 22

WARD PERCEPTIONS OF NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT IN THE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

Total Panel Users Non-users
R=248% R=36 R=134 R=78

Questions
Number [Percent| Number |[Percent! Number [Percent| Number |Percent

How could the system be improved?

Varlous procedural changes ... 78 31.5 5 13.9 53 39.6 20 25.7
Lessen staff control ......... 55 22.2 9 25.0 29 21.6 17 21.8
Speed~up DroCess ...ee.see vee 35 14.1 2 5.6 | 24 17.9 9 11.5
Bring in new staff ..... crrees 7 2.8 3 8.3 | '- - 5.1
No change needed ....ecevvenns 12 4.8 5 13.9 | 1 0.8 6 7.7
Don't KNoW .eeennnnenvacensass 47 19.0 6 16.7 21 15.7 20 25.7
No answer ...ieeesasees ceecana 14 5.6 6 16.7 6 4.5 2 2.6

* Hore than one response per fespondent was possible.

The questionnaire data pertaining to Objective 2 is shown in the following
three tables. The first one concerns wards' feeling at ease about express-
ing complaints and wards' perception of staff willinghess to listen to wards
who express complaints. The second table provides data on facts relating

to ward willingness to express complaints; these factors cover staff reaction,
other wards' reaction and wards' perceived role or stance. The third tabie

concerns ward appraisals regarding procedural ease and expected consequences

- of expressing complaints and trying to change rules or hall conditions.

Pre~ and post responses on the two items concerning ease of expressing com-

plaints are exhibited in Table 22.

The first item shows relatively little change from pre- to post with regard to

i \
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a ward respondent saying that he feels at edse about expressing complaints.
However, it is interesting to note that most wards questioned (67.8% on Pre-

and 70.7% on Post) felt ease in expressing complaints always, often or at least

sometimes.

TABLE 23

WARD RESPONSES REGARDING EASE OF EXPRESSING COMPLAINTS

N=59
Questions Pre Post

-

Number Percent Number Percent

Do you feel at ease about expressing complaints
to most staff:

Always/Often/Sometimes ............ .. ko

67.8 by 0.7
Not usually/Never ........... cvesae . 19° 32.2 17 ZB.;
How do most staff usually treat wards who com~
plain about-rules and conditions?
Liften and try to help/mostly just
Isten eiviiennennnan Creeseiaiecan Ly 74.6 L6 79.3
Try not to listen/refuse to listen .. | 15 25.4 12 28.7

Note: Data in the column headed 'Post' dioes not add to N=59 because some wafds did
not respond to some questions. Tables 23, 24, 25 omit-two respondents where
both pre~ and post questionnaires were not avallable.

The second item reveals a slight increase from pre- to post in wards' perceiving

that most staff usually listen and try to help or just listen to those who com-
plain about rules and conditions. Again on both the pre- and post question a
high proportion, approximately three-fourths, of the wards questioned félt staff

would at Teast listen to their complaints about rules and conditions.

Seen on an overall basis, Table 23 indicates most wards feel at ease about ex-

Pressing complaints and most wards view staff as receptive to their complaints
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about rules and conditions, at least to the point of listening to their concerng E The first item, or summation scale, pertains to staff reaction, as reflected by

ward responses to the following four areas:
Featured in Table 24 are pre- and post responses with regard to willingness to . . i
‘ . Staff resenting you for complaining. ‘
Possible loss of privileges for complaining.
Not getting a square deal because of complaining.
. Staff might see complainers as weak.

express complaints. The table consists of a summation scale consisting of four

B W Do

component items, and three additional items covering various aspects.

Each ward was asked how much he thought he was influenced by the above four

factors. {
I TABLE 24 ' .
- ' The summation scale shows relatively little change from pre- to:post in wards ;

WARD WILLINGNESS TO EXPRESS COMPLAINTS . e
feeling their willingness to express complaints was influenced by staff reac-

N=59 | o tion. Close to 60% felt they were influenced by staff reaction a lot or some;

Questions Pre Post however, approximatley 40% felt they were not at all influenced by staff reac-

Number Percent Number Percent

tion.
How much do you think your willingness to ex~
press complaints is influenced by:

The other three items in this table show numbers and percentages based on re-
*Staff reaction (Summation Scale):

A Tot/Some ..vveeen. Ceiieesecceanna . 134 56.8 133 59.1 , spondents (rather than responses) for the sample of wards. The relative pre-
NONE iviiriennnrenenannes fererens IR 102 43.2 92 bo.9 _ .
i ‘ post change for the first item indicates wards were less influenced by "0ther
Other wards looking down on you for com-~
plaining: " . . bef
i ou'' after the implementation of the Procedure than before.
A TOL/SOME vevervensecnensensannaonns 32 54,2 26 45,6 wards looking down on 'y ¢ P
NONE vevernnvnones cereeeens cereneae ceee 27 45.8 31 54 .4

This is represented by a 8.6% decrease in the category of 'A lot/Some''. The
Hard for me to speak out to staff:

; "o it - t change. A greater
A 1ot/Some ...... e e, 23 39.0 15 26.8 - e”Hard for me to speak out' item reveals a positive pre-post c g g
NORE uuunnenneen i 36 61.0 b 73.2

number of wards felt that it was not at all difficult to speak out to stgff.
Playing It quiet and ''cool" is the best

way to make ft: Responses to the last item show little change from pre- to post. However, it is

see complainers as weak:. Total score for the summations scale is : . :
236 (N=59 times & items). A pressing complaints and it was easier for wards to speak out to staff.

A lot/Some ....cvcvennnannn ceeneenann 48 81.4 48 82.8 - ’ .
NOME «vivvvivosssasossenasasoncaneens 1 18.6 10 17.2 interesting to note that approximately 80% of the respondents felt playing it i
: . R R »{
Note: Some of the numbers do not add to N=59 because some wards did ' quiet and ''cool' is the best way to make if. |
not respond to some questions. ‘ |
: . !
* The scale is a summation of each respondent's scores on the following Table 24 generally implies- that after implementation of the new Procedure wards :
four items: ''staff resenting you'', '"possible loss of privleges", ; : . : - |
""mot getting a square deal bec:use’ofpcomplaining“, anz “sta?f might : were less influenced by negative reactions from other wards in regard to ex %
|
}
|
i
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The following highlights the three items showing an appreciable pre-post change.

Displayed in Table 25 are ward responses, pre- and post, of factors relating Two are in the desired direction, indicating wards felt it is easfer to under-

to procedural ease and expected consequences of trying to change rules and stand how to change rules or hall conditions, and it is worth the trouble; the
hall conditions. o latter change is statistically significant. However, one item is In the nega-

tive direction, indicating a sllght increase in feeling it is something other

wards can do if they want to. In summary, Table 25 shows some appreciable pre-
TABLE 25

to post change mainly In a positive direction.
WARD RESPONSES RELATIVE TO COMPLAINING OR TRYING TO CHANGE RULES

OR HALL CONDITIONS ) ) . .
In Summary, prior to the introduction of the Grievance Procedure, wards and

N=59 .
staff saw ward complaint resolutions as beling attempted primarily through inter-
Questions Pre Post
Number | Percent | Number | Percent actions with staff. Wards generally saw complaints as going unresolved although
| feel that complaining or trying to change - staff were somewhat more optimistic. With the introduction of the Ward Griev-
ules or hail conﬁitlons Is: : . . ¥
rae _ ance Procedure, 69% of those wards interviewed thought the system to be either :
A hassle? A ‘
YeS vuevunns e i .. 11 69.5 L0 69.0 . "generally' or '"fairly' useful. However, this varied considerably according to
NO sevvennns edhieasisienienees .. 18 30.5 18 31.0 _
the ward's hall.
Hot worth getting staff uptight? :
Y5 tiucnvacsccsncscnasecansans .o 23 39.0 20 35.1 '
NO tovenrvass feetessesranvneconen 36 61.0 37 64.9 With the Procedure in use, both interview and questionnaire responses indicate
' ke . : ;
Likely to make me a "nack'? 5 b that most wards feel at ease in expressing complaints, are less concerned about’ {
‘ YES seevenesrasaensennccnscncoons 6 10.2 3 ,
NO wovveneannnennes sresrevenenes ' 53 89.8 53 94.6 = negative reactions from peers for complaining, feel more atl ease in approaching
d d how to do? . , . . .
Too hard to understand how to do staff, and feel they will at least listen when they do complain. However, users
YES vererenrrneenannsncraannnocns 16 27.1 Zo ée'é _
M 1. . -
NO cverrennerannnnnenns Tt 43 2.3 3 of the system when compared to non-users reported they would feel more comfortable
Worth the trouble? e . . . ) ] )
Yas 3% 52.5 y1* 71.9 5 in filing a wider range of complaints or grievances. |
HO svevscececnceccsonnasstocnnnss - 28 47.5 16 28.1 : : i
Something other wards can do if they want o Among non-users, cnly a small minority reported they had not used the system be- E
YeS vuunreccnans Ceeeeeranas cheass 38 6h. 4 Lo 70.2 k cause of either doubt about its efficacy or fear of staff reprisal. However, i
NO nevennroncnesnnnenns Ceeirenn .. 21 35.6 17 29.8 : : |
many wards expressed concern over staff's acceptance of wards' use of the system. £
Note: Some of the numbers do not add to N=59 because some wards did 5 In contrast, staff reported considerably less concern about the Procedure than 4
, not respond to some questions. : .
% Pre-post change is significant at .05 level based on two-tailed
sign test. e 1
*% Undesireable, outcast. ﬁé :
|
» ,
pi |
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In practice, only 17% of the wards using the system

reactions from staff.
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Objective 3 - Assess the degree to which grievances are processed in

aceordance with principles:

As set up at Karl Holton, the Ward Grievance Procedure is to ensure all wards

either as individuals or groups, the opportunity to voice their opinions, dis-

agreements, and complaints. The definition of a grievance is intentionally

broad - "any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have against
another person or persons, or complaint that a ward may have about the appli-
cation of any written policy in that he feels he has been treateh unfairly or

the policy has been applied in an inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory

manner.'

The purpose of the Procedure is not that of adjudication - right versus wrong =
but rather achievement of resolutions of problems through cooperative action by
wards and staff. Equal voice is to be given to both the wards and the staff in
arriving at wﬁat hopefully will be satisfactory solutions. Levels of review are
established with time limits at each level to assure a workable and speedy reso-

lution process.

Io assess whether grievances were being processed in accordance with pre-estab-
lished principles, several functions were reviewed. These were - the extent to
which a wide variety of complaints were addressed, the ability of the system to
reach decisions, movement of complaints through the varioﬁs levels, use of for-
mal hearings, wards access to hearings, aVallabiIityvof representation for griev-

ants, percelved fairness of the hearing, degree to which written responses were

provided, and finally, adherance to time limits.

As discussed in the section entitled ""Grievance Statistics'', grievances have been
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filed covering a wide variety of topics. Thus, it would appear that the Pro-

cedure is operating using the broad definition of grievances noted above.

! .
Levels of resolution of grievances are reviewed in Table 26. As can be seen,
all but seven of the 279 grievances filed resulted in resolution of some sort.
0f the seven not resolved,

was withdrawn when the grievant was transferred to another institution before

a hearing could be held.

In terms of resolution of the grievances at various levels, the table indicates f
that better than half of the grievances resolved were handled at the hall level

without resort to review by higher authorities.* Use of an outside arbitrator f;

TABLE 26

HIGHEST LEVEL OF GR{EVANCE RESOLUT|ON BY HALL

Level 11 Level 1i .

Total Withdrawn | Informal Level | (i:ﬁ:;:‘r;-)- (Dl rector) Level Ill‘r.“'

Halls -

No. % No. 3 No. % No. % No. % No. 4 No. E S
Total Griovance Flled .u.cuvens. veer § 279 {1000} 7| 2.50 63} 22.6] 101 ] 36.2§ 95| 34| 7| 2.5 6} %
SONOFE vevvesrnses cersenns 21 }y00.0f - - 612860 7{33.3 5] 23.8 3{143 - -
TeJon vevrieiieenns veeens 33 {100.0] 37 9.1f 13| 39.4 9| 27.3; 8] 24.2) - - - -
TIOGA trvunrnsnararasnsses 55 1100.0 1.8 10 ( 18.2f 31} 56,4 10| 18.2) 27 3.6] 1| (i
T CAFSON tuiiiiiereriennann 38 [100.0{ - - bl ojo.50 12 31.6) 21 ] 5530 1| 2.6] - -
DONNEF seesereensns Cereees 48 f100.0 1] 2.1 9 18.8] 8] 16.7; 271 s6.2f - - 3] 6
EbBEELS 4ovrnsonrnsonvonen 39 {to0.0f 2| 5.4 1771 43.6] 10} 25.6 9} 231 1]-2.6 - .
YURE sevesven ontsecancans 14 {100.0{ - - L i 28,6 4] 28.6 6| 42,8 -~ - - =4
HONO vevnrennone ceevsenans 31 {100.0{ ~ - - - 201 64.5] 91 29.0} -~ - 2] 64,

* A separate analysis revealed that only rarely was it |mp055|ble for the Joh

ward/staff committee to arrive at a majority decision in reference to the
grievance being considered. In only 11 cases (4%) was it necessary to pass |

reached,

'
!
i
)
i
{
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)
the grievance to the next level for a decision because agreement could not W
l
1

i .‘
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six were formally withdrawn by the grievants and one{ﬁ

~As is seen in Table 27, 7 (10.9%}

..L”_

was relatively rare.

Among the various halls, there was considerable variance in the level at which

soluti '
re tion occurred.® For example, more often than not, grievances on Carson and

Donner (the two Junior College units) were resolved by the Superintendent rather

than by the hall grievance committee. Two other halls, Tejon and Ebbetts show-
’

ed a tendency t inf i
Y to use informal resolution at a rate almost double that of the av-

erage of the other hails.

An essential element of the Ward Grievance Procedure is wards and staff sitting

down together to jointly resolve complaints that have been expressed. At Kar]

Holton, a formal hearing was provided at the hall level where the ward would

have an opportunity to present his case and seek resolution before a committee

composed of both wards and staff. Among the 134 interviewed, 64, or almost half

re i . i
ported having no such hearing. Because of the importance of joint resolution

; . . .
n meeting the intent of the Ward Grievance Procedure, several additional ques-

tions were asked of those wards.

allegedly requested a hearing but stil11 were

n t - - ) ’
no granted one. When asked why their grievance was handled informally, this

sa i |
me group was almost evenly split between (1) those who felt it had been large-

', . . . ’
Y a staff decision or (2) those who felt it was a decision they themselves had

made either alone or jointly with staff.
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TABLE 27

INFORMAL GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION

N=64 s
Question o
Number Percent bt
Did you ask for a hearing? éﬁ
YesS tievierenennnnn et anecaans veaas 7 10.9
1 o sessssesersesena veo e 53 82.8
NO RESPONSE «ivievencnsanonsnnnnnnns L 6.3
Why was there no hearing? i
Staff/Ward Joint Decision .......... 19 29.7
Primarily Ward Decision ..... Cerrean 5 7.8
Primarily Staff Decision ....v.eeeene 21 32.8
Other ..... Ceeerenaeae Ceeeaee Ceeeens 15 23.4
No Response .....e.oe.. Ceeeenans cenas 4 6.3

Pre-established principles mandated that the ward filing the grievance be pres-

ent at at Jeast one hearing and that he have a representative of his choice if

PR

so desired. Of the 70 interviews conducted where a hearing had been held, sev~ i

en respondents reported they did not attend that hearing. The reasons given fo

this varied but primarily they seemed to be related to the newness of the Procf f

dure and the participants inexperience.

Interestingly enough, 54% of the wards i

interviewed and having a hearing reported they did not want a representative b@y}

preferred to speak for themselves. Only 11% stated they had requested a repre{‘i

sentative and he was not at the hearing. 35% requested and had & representatfw;é

Where a hearing had been held and the ward had participated in it, he was aske¢1

R S L e T e i
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to assess the fairness of the proceedings. 0f the 63 respondents, 49 (78%) re-

ported the hearing to have been fair in their opinion. 13 (21%) felt the hear-

ing had been unfair for one or more reasons. One ward was not sure,

To help ensure accountability, all wards using the system are to be given written

responses to their complaints. Of the 134 wards interviewed, 120 (90%) reported

they had received these written replies. Twelve (10%) related they had not re-

ceived them as they should have.

t

To ensure speedy resolution of grievances, time limits were set for each level
of review. While each hall was free to set its own 1imits fbr the various lev-
els, the total time allowed was fixed. Generally, a total of ten working days
was the maximum for review at Levels 1 and 11. As can be seen in Table 28, ad-
herence to the limits was less than universal.. A further analysis shows that
at the first level, halls differed in their ability to meet their own imposed

deadlines. The worst did so only 14% of the time.

TABLE 28

COMPLIANCE WITH HEARING TIME LIMITS

Total Hearing within Hearing Exceeded Unable to
Level Limit Limit De?ermine
Number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Level | oo vitiiinnrnnnnns 192 9¢& 50.90 67 34.9 29 5.1
Level H ... iiiiiinnnnn. 106 55 51.9 43 4o.5 8 7.5
172 B 6 - - 6 100.0 - ~

Despite this, the provision allowing wards to automatically appeal to the

next

i i e R s
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highest level of review if the time l|m|t was exceeded was invoked only occa-

sionally. Of the 21 times this was done, 17 occurred in the Junior College hal]«“1

To briefly summarize the material available relative to the third objective, it

would appear that for the most part there was adherence to established proced-

s

ures in processing grievances through the system. This is particularly impres- -
sive because of the experimental nature of the program where prior experience ;?

was lacking. Grievances were handled on a wide variety of topics by wards and

staff working together and resolutions were reached. &rievants did participate '

in the formal hearings and for the most part were satisfied with th= fairness d_;
Likewise, written responses were made available. lp was only ;

[

in the area of meeting the time limits established for processing the grievanc&yé

the proceedings.

at the various levels the major problems appeared. |t was not uncommon for de-

cision making to exceed the time allowed.

questioned as to their satisfaction with the resolution reached.

- AS -
Objective 4 - Assess the degree to which the grievances were adequately

resolved as viewed by wards as well as by staff

Toward this end, two approaches were used. First, wards filing grievances were
With four ex-
ceptions, all wards filing grievances between February and late June, 1974, were
interviewed. Their reaction to the resolution at the final level of review was
obtained except where the matter was decided by outside arb!tragion. Feelings
about resolution at this level were not obtained since wards were usually inter-

viewed within two weeks of the filing of their grievances and outside review was

not completed within that time limit.

Table 29 shows that a total of 134 wards were questioned about the degree to
which they were satisfied with the resolution to their grievance. There was

almost an even split between the number satisfied and the number dissatisfied.

TABLE 29

WARD SATISFACTION WITH GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION
BY LEVEL OF HEARING

Informal
Total Resolutfon Level | | Level {1

Question N=134 N=34 Ny N=59
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Are you satisfied with the
resolution to your griev-
ance?

Yos oicivirninernanes 69 | s50.4) 12} 35,31 26} 59.1} 31} 52.5

NO cevvoensonennanne 65 1 47.41 20| 58.8] 18 40.9) 27} 45.8




The number expressing satisfaction was greatest when the matter was resolved

at the first level of review and least when the matter was handled informally.

L4

A separate analysis was done to determine saiisfaction expressed when there
was a formal hearing as opposed to an informal resolution without such a hear-
ing. As can be seen in Table 30, it appears that most of the informal resolu- J

tions result in dissatisfaction. Despite the fact that almost 80% of those

matters handled informally were resolved either in favor of the ward or in what‘ 

was fhought to be an acceptable compromise, only 35% of those interviewed were
satisfied with the outcome.- This compares with formal resolutions where 67%
appeared to have been resolved in favor of the ward or resulted in an accept-

able compromise but where 55% of the wards expressing satisfaction. While the

exact reason for this is unknown, one speculation is that with the introduction -

of a formal procedure, the procedure itself and not just the resolution of the

problem was important and valued by the grievant. Therefore, when deprived of

a formal hearing, regardless of resolution, there was less satisfaction.

TABLE 30

WARD SATISFACTION WITH RESOLUTION
(INFORMAL vs. FORMAL RESOLUTION)

Total Informal Formal
Resolution Resolution
. Question N=134 N=34 N=103

Number| Percent | Number|Percent | Numbor|Percent

Are you satisfied with the
resolution to your griev-
ance?

Yes eiiiiaees Cecenan 69 50.4 12
NO wevevenreernnnnn . 65 47.4 20 58.8 N 43.7

35.3 57 55.3

..[*7..

The second approach to determining adequacy of grievance resolutions was to
interview both wards and staff about their generalized perceptions. Three
separate groups were questioned - Treatment Team staff working on those halls

using the procedure, wards randomly selected from the first five halls using

‘the system, and a random sample of wards who did not use the procedure during

the first four months it was available to them.”

The first two groups were interviewed after approximately one month of use and

again after about three months of exposure. Results are presented in Table 31.

’ As can be seen, at the end of the time period about 70% of both groups felt that

a ward could expect his grievance to be worked out fairly. However, where fair
resolution was questioned, there was some difference between wards and staff.
While none of the staff felt that a grievance definitely would not be resolved

fairly, nearly 10% of the wards felt this way after three months of use.

TABLE 31

WARD/STAFFAEXPECTATION OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION

Treatment Team Staff Wards
e Pre P
Qwestion ost Pre Post
, N=27 N=34 N=L1 N=33
No. % No. % No. 2 No. %
Will grievance be worked ‘
out or settled fairly?
;gs ..... e teveennes i9 70.41 24 | 70.6 25 ] 61.0] 23 69.7
o B Ceeenanes - - - - 34.7.3 3 9.1
Som?times Ceeveeaan. . 81 29.6] 9| 26.5 81 19.5 6| 18.2
Don't know .......... - - - - 5 12.2 1 .
No answer ....... e - - 1 2.9 - - ~ 3.0
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The third group of ''non-users' was questioned only after four months of exposure

Their responses revealed that as a group they were much more pessimistic about Q:
what could be expected than were the others. A summary of findings is presented
in Table 32. As can be seen, only a little better than 25% felt that use of the

Procedure would result in a complaint being worked out or settled fairly.

TABLE 32 '

NON-USERS EXPECTATION OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION

Random Sample
of

. "Non-users''

Question N=74

Number | Percent

Will a grievance be settle or worked out

fairly?
YES viteiriiennnannn e 19 25.6
NO viiirenenononnnennnanens 13 17.6
Sometimes +v.veereeensosonas 29 39.2
Don't KNOW vevvvevnneneonns 13 17.6

0f the 65 wards reporting they were dissatisfied with the results achieved thm€€
the use of the Grievance Procedure, 21 stated they had filed an appeal in an Méé
tempt to gain satisfaction. Where no appeal was made despite the voiced dissméé
isfaction, the ward was asked why. Findings are reported in Table 33. The bW?;
gest single reason for not making an appeal was the expectation that nothing |

would be changed by doing it. "It won't make any difference so why bother!' wagé

an often expressed reaction. A second sizeable group did not appeal simply bvzﬁ

cause they were not all that dissatisfied. This was often the case where a CO@ié

i

!
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promise of some sort had been reached. Four wards reported they did not appeal
because they were not familiar with the procedures to be followed. Only one re-
ported he did not appeal out of fear of staff reaction if he pushed the matter

further.

TABLE 33

REASON FOR NOT APPEALING UNSATISFACTORY RESOLUTION

N=4s

Percent

Question Number

Why didn't you appeal?

No expectation of change .....cevvvevnnnnnn. 25 56.8
Not dissatisfied enough to appeal .......... i2 27.3
Unfamiliar with appeal process ...... e 4 9.1
Fear staff reaction .....ciiiviiiiieriennnen ' 1 §.3

.5

Other ...icviieeennnnesnnnnnns e raaren s e 2

In Swmmary, where an actual grigvance had been filed'and a resolution reached,
the grievants were almost evenly split in terms of their reaction to the re-
folution. While satisfaction seemed to roughly parallel the extent to which the
ward was or was not granted that which he réquested, it does appear that with a

formal hearing there was increased satisfaction when compared to an informal

handling of the matter.

Despite the fact that the system specifically provides readily available channels
of appeal if the grievant is not satisfied with the resolution, many wards did
not always make use of them. Primarily this seemed to be because there was no

expectation that this would in fact do any good. However, a sizeable number also

T e R Tt
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admitted to just not being all that dissatisfied.

L S it

7 .
il e B R

Wards and staff were also asked about their generalized perceptions of the ade-é?

L4

quacy of resolutions reached. Most felt that grievances would be adequately

Yoo

worked out and it was only among those wards identified 2s ''non-users' that tha@é

was considerable doubt as to the efficacy of filing grievances.

;S‘i_

Objective 5 - To assess the possible impact of the Grievance Procedure upon
the social climate and related factors with the project living

unit.

Wards on the first five halls using the Grievance Procedure were asked to eval-
uate the emotional climate or tone on their halls. This was done soon after the
introduction of the Procedure and again after about three months exposure. Table
34 shows that there was a greater degree of tenseness reported by wards at the
end of three months. However, the difference is relatively small. There was
some variation between the five halls but because of the small number of respon-

dents on each unit it is difficult to draw any meaningful conclusions.

TABLE 34

WARD PERCEPTIONS OF EMOTIONAL CLIMATE OR TONE ON HALL

After 1 Month | After 3 Months
Tone N=4 1 N=33

Number | Percent] Number | Percent

More relaxed than tense® ....ceeeveeceeesns 28 68.3 18 54,5

2

More tense than relaxed .....veevrenneennn 13 31.7 15 - k5.5

* The original question asked for a response on a four-point scale ranging from
tense/uptight through very relaxed. Because of the small number of respon-
dents this was dichotomized into the above two categories.

Both wards and staff were asked to consider whether ar not there had been any
change in ward/staff relations since the introduction of the Grievance Procedure.

The same halls and the same time span mentioned previously was used. Well over
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. half of both wards and staff reported there had been no change. Where change ‘;é TABLE 36

STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF CHANGES IN GROUP [INTERACTIONS
SINCE INTRODUCTION OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

was noted, wards tended to see relationships moving in a negative direction moreué

often during the later time period than before. With staff there was little 2 i

change between the two periods. » After 1 Month |} After 3 Months
fﬂi Change N=27 N=34
L Number |Percent| Number {Percent
TABLE 35 -
L NO change ....uviienrunorinnarencnonnsnes 21 77.8 27 79.4
WARDS AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF CHANGE IN WARD/STAFF RELATIONS P Positive change 5 18.5 9 ‘ 5.9
SINCE THE INTRODUCTION OF THE WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE ig EASRARRRRER RS ) . )
- ;fﬂ Negatlve change ...... Gecsasaerenanseanns 1 3.7 1 2.9
Wards Staff - OLREF &eveinenineeneenenenenneneanenenas 0 0.0 1 2.9
' o NO BNSWEF +vvvnensenneneesnenenennenennn 0 0.0 3 8.8
After 1 | After 3 | After 1 | After 3 1 o snswer
Month Months Month Months g
Change N1 N=33 N=27 N=34 s
No - No No 8 No s § A final area of possible impact was tested through interviews when staff were
No change .....cvevnnenn. 251 61.0] 19 57.6] 18| 66.7] 21 61.8 ?g asked to report on the most frequent or common complaint they heard from wards.
Positive change ......... 10 | 24.4 61 18.2 7 1 25.9 9| 26.5 if Replies reported in Table 37 would indicate the Grievance Procedure did have
Negative change ....... . 3 7.3 5 15.2 2 7.4 3 8.8 ? some impact. Seemingly, with a formal procedure, wards become more conscious
Other ......ciiiiinnnnn. 3 7.3 3 9.1 0 0.0 1 2.9 é; of policy issues or at least raise them more often with staff. The percentage
z of staff reporting this to be the most common compliaint doubled.

i I

Because of the possibility that the Grievance Procedure co'ild cause some changeé ﬁ TABLE 37

._.,,,_

in how groups of wards interacted with each other, this question was put to stﬁ!? TREATMENT TEAM STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF MOST FREQUENT WARD COMPLAINT

[

As can be seen in Table 35, both early and later in time, better than three-fourl :

!
|
Cob After 1 Month | After 3 Months
of those questioned thought there had been no change. Where change was noted, | Complaint N=27 Ne3h
after one month staff saw it as largely positive in nature. After three months, - ' Number {Percent] Number |Percent
little can be sald because of the large number of staff not responding to the EE Policy Issues .o.coivniiiieninniniinnans 4 14.8 1" 32.4
. ; ; Behavior Modification Issues ............ 8 29.6 6 17.6
question. ggé Activities/Programs «........ seesaeevanns 7 25.9 6 17.6
, ?;E Staff related .....ccvviinvininvininenen. 7 25.9 5 14.7
F Other «...vvevnnnn.. Ceresntiesiaaneneneas 1 3.7 6C | 17.6
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The following three tables pertain to several areas of hall social climate as
The summation scale of the five component items shows a positive shift in wards

measured by a questionnaire administered on a pre-post basis to wards on four

. attitude toward staff when questioned after four months of using the new proce-
halls. The first table displays data on ward attitudes toward staff. The

éf dure. This is evident by an 8% increase in positive responses and an 8% decrease
second table shows ward responses in regard to perceived staff orientation o

‘ . : ) in negative responses. This shift is statistically significant.
toward wards. The third table concerns responses from wards to a question L

regarding tensions with the living units. ‘ L

P
jovd

The first component item of the summation scale shows a 9% increase from pre-

i

L to post in wards feeling that hall staff understand their problems and needs.
Table 38 concerns ward attitudes toward staff and consists of a summation scale

a8 Of the wards sampled, almost 60% felt this way after four months use of the
| followed by the five component items of this scale. L

[
v

i ;% new Procedure. The second item reveals little pre~ to post change with regard

~ to the question - do staff ''really care' what happends to wards. {item three
TABLE 38

shows a 23.5% increase in wards saying they like staff. This was accompanied
SOCIAL CLIMATE QUESTIONS REGARDING WARD ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF

by a 20% decrease in wards responding in the negative. The last item concern-

- o ing how many staff take a personal interest in individual wards reveals a 70%
P . . .
Quastions Pre ost increase from pre- to post in the response cateqory of 'About half of them'.
No 2 No 4
[ After four months : ed "

Sumation scale: Ward attitudes towards staff. ) nths use of the new procedure, fewer wards responded ''all, or most

Pasitl 671 27.5| 72 { 29.5 . - " "

Pasitlve A B & of them'' or '""A few, or none of them''.

NEgatIVe t.utureserenrananasnns raenans 101 | 41.4) 93} 38.1 ‘ .
How well do you feel hall staff understand your b
prablems and needs? , , : Shown in Table 39 are two further aspects of social climate: a) wards percep-

Understand usually, or sometimes ...... 33] S4.1}. 36°f 59.0.

't und d, Imost : . . . .

DO et e reenns 28| us.9| 25 wi.0 . tions of staff orientations toward wards; and b) wards responses concerning
Do you think staff on your hall are "just . . .
worlydng a shift'', or do they really car what o staff and ward relationshi ps on the hall.
happens to you? :

Really CAre .ivvrineccesaiasanssonanees 5 8.2 6 9.9 ' '

"Just working shift” .....ceceuecnenanns 37| 60.7) 34| 55.7 . . . . , .

DONTt KON e reeeeeenmmeneeeerenans 19 3t} 21| 344 The first item of Table 39 shows a high proportion of the wards questioned

4 ’

How well do you personally llke most of the o . ) ' .
staff on your hall? 4 5 approximately 60%, viewed staff on their hall as ''treatment" orientated (based

Very much, or pretty much ....cecceeves 171 27.9f 21 ] 34.4 . ’ ‘ .

50750 +rnvearennenniotiseiontsneiianens 291 47.5] 28 k5.9 - s on wards sayi | . n

Rot auch. or mot et all Ll | 2uel 12| 197 L aying staff generally see a ward on the hall as a '"person who made
How many staff on your hall take a personal ' ; | a H " i . . :
Intarest In the' Individual wards? = mistake'' and a 'person who needs help to straighten out). However, after ;

All, st of them e fo12) 1970 9| 187 | . ] b

About half OF them veveeereeeeress e 0] 6.4 17] 27.9 I four months use of the new procedure, this decreased slightly by 4.9%. f

A few, or none of them ..ouvvesccsanass 39| 63.9] 35] 57.4 i

* Pre-post change is significant at .10 level
based on two-tailed sign test.

M L

T‘
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TABLE 39

SOCIAL CLIMATE QUESTIONS REGARDING PERCEIVED STAFF
ORIENTATIONS TOWARD WARDS

LI

N=61
Questions Pre Post
Number | Percent] Number | Percent
How do you think staff on your hall see.
a ward?
A person who made a mistake ......... 14 23.0 10 16.4
A person who needs help to .
straighten out ....oeeeeeeenarennne, 24 39.3 25 k.o
A delinquent ....... heeosesnoenossons 8 13.1 13 21.3
Acriminal ..ottt Ceeees 2 3.3 5 8.2
A person who needs to be punished ... 13 21.3 8 13.1
How do you see staff/ward relationships
on your hall?
Staff are pretty fair with wards .... | 23 37.7 20 32.8
Staff are not harsh enough .......... 8 13.1 7 11.5
Staff are pretty unconcerned ........ 22 36.1 19 31.1
Staff are too harsh ........ccvvn.... 8 13.1 15 24,6

The pattern of responses to the second item reveals a pre- to post shift in
a greater number of wards perceiving ''Staff are too harsh''. Responses to
the other categorles decreased while responses to the above mentioned in-

creased by 11.5%.

An additional factor of social climate is dealt with in Table 40; namely,
ward perceptions of the degree of tension versus relaxed feeling on their

hall,

....57...

TABLE 40

SOCIAL CLIMATE QUESTIONS REGARDING TENSION ON THE HALL

N=61

Question Pre Post

Number | Percent] Number | Percent

How much tension or how much relaxed
feeling is there on your hall?

Pretty relaxed, or kind of relaxed .. Lo 73.8 39% 63.9
Tense, or somewhat tense ............ 16 | 26.2 22 36.1

* Pre-post change is significant at .01 level based on two-tailed sign test.

The data reveal that after four month's use of the new Procedure wards percelived
a greater degree of tension on the hall. There is a statistically significant
increase in wards saying the social climate on the hall is "tense, or some-

what tense''. However, it should be noted that the majority of wards questioned

(over 60%) felt hall atmosphere was ''pretty relaxed, or '*kind of relaxed'.

In Swmmary, interview items show some perceived increasing tensions on the halls
during the three month period. However, most agreed that the Grievance Procedure
had not affected ward/staff relations or group interactions. However, there is
possible evidence that the Procedure did change the nature of wards complaints -

increasing their concern over policy issues.

Questionnaire items dealt with in the preceeding tables cover three general areas
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relating to ward perception of social climate on the halls. One of the areas, Yf

ward attitude toward staff, shows a pre-post change in the direction of a more
positive social climate. However, two of the areas (ward perception of staff
orientation toward wards and relaxed feeling versus tension on the hall) show Y?
a pre-post change in the direction of a more negative social climate. Intereﬁéi

o
ingly enough, it appears after four months use of the Grievance Procedure, warﬁln

increased in their positive attitude toward staff; however, they felt staff wem ﬁ

harsher, less treatment orientated and greater tension existed on their hall.

SRR INRIES KNI

E
e
]
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STAFF REACTION

To determine staff reaction to the Ward Grievance Procedure, a sample of all
staff having direct contact with wards at Holton were interviewed. This in-
cluded three main occupaticnal groupings - Treatment Team Staff (Treatment Team
Supervisors, Social Workers, Senior Youth Counselors, and Youth Counselors),
Teachers, and Security Staff. The latter two groups were interviewed at one
point in time only - approximatley six months after the Procedure had been in-
troduced on the first two halls. With the exception of the staff from the first
two halls using the procedure, ail Treatment Team Staff were interviewed twice -
once after approximately one month's exposure to the system on their hall and

again after three to four months use.

Staff were asked to respond to a variety of questions dealing with ward complaints, -

training received for the new Grievance Procedure, ward and staff reaction to it,
perceived impact, evaluations and suggestions for improvement. Material gathered
from these interviews which paraliels similar data from ward interviews is gener-
ally reported in the preceding sections. Material unique to the staff is con-

tained in this section.

a

As a prelude to questioning abcut the functioning of the new Procedure, Treat-
ment Team staff were asked two questions dealing with complaint resolution by
wards prior to introduction of the formal system. As can be seen in Table 41,
most saw wards as previously coming to hall staff with complaints. Other channels
such as going directly to the Superintendent or discussion in Large Group Meetings

were relatively ignored.

When asked if complaints had been resolved using the old system, almost half of

A
P
]
3
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those talked to thought that generally they had been. However, there was an
equally sizeable group who thought resolution occurred only ''sometime' or

Y'geldom''. e

TABLE 47

COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PRIOR TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

Treatment
Team Staff
'Question i N=36%
Number | Percent
Before Grievance Procedure, what did wards db7
Went to staff ciiiniireeeniniiiinnnannnenns 28 77.8
Went to Superintendent .........cciicieinannn 3 8.3
Discussed Large Group .....eeeeeeencss e 3 8.3
Other ittt iiiinnironneosenenosneeonennnes ] 2.8
NO ANSWEE +viiieenernsenennnsnnonosocens e i 2.8
Were complaints resolved?
Generally YeS veieeieeeeeseenenneeeasnennnns 17 47.2
SOMEEIMES v tvevvrvnnrvenesoeonseasnnneossnrans 13 36.1
LY e o 1 4 111
NO BN SWRE o ittt iineeneennnenseoannnnanaesens 2 5.6

* Asked of staff on a pre~ basis only (27) except on the two halls inter-
viewed on a post basis only (9).

After at least some exposure to the Grievance Procedure, a sample of all staffyf

were asked to consider the necessity for a formal grievance system at Holton.
ks can be seen in Tabie 42, a verv large number (86%) felt that a new way of
formally dealing with ward compfaints was needed. Thié feelihg was universal
among the teachers and nearly so among respondents of the other two occupa-

tional groupings. A further analysis showed that this belief held constant

among those'Treatment’Team staff queried both early in their exposure to the

Procedure and again after working with it for at least three months.

[
1

-6]...

TABLE 42

WAS A FORMAL GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE NECESSARY

T 1 Treatment .
Sit?f Team Teachers Security
Response a Staff
N=51 N=34 N=10 N=7
No. % No. % No. % No. k4
YES vverevescaeensin L 86.3 28 82.3 10 }100.0 6 85.7
NO vvieevronensennns 7 13.7 6 17.6 - - 1 14.3

Since considerable effort had been made to disseminate information among staff
about the Grievance Procedure and train those directly involved in its use, sev~
eral questions were asked in this area. A4 of the 51 staff interviewed (87%)
said they had received written procedures detailing how the system was to func-
tion. Four of the seven stating they had not received such written materfal

were from the Security section.

a

Since the primary training effort had been with Treatment Team'staff,.only they
were asked to evaluate this activity. As can be seen in Table 43, well over half
(63%) of those questioned during the initial interview felt the training to be
édequate. However, this slipped to less than half at the time of the second
interview. The reason for this decline may be reflected in the answer to the

next questjon which a;kéd the extent to which there had been '"follow-up trafning“.
Two-thirds of those responding reported very little or n0topportunfty—fot such -

training.
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TABLE 43

TREATMENT TEAM STAFF REACTION TO TRAINING

Pre Post
Questions N=27 N=34
Number | Percent| Number ] Percent
How adequate was your training?
AdEQUATE vrvrrererereneeennnnns 17 63.0 14 41.2
Inadequate ...veeveeerennnnnenn 9 33.3 18 52.9
Other ...vvnvnnn ettt e e 1 3.7 2 5.9
No answer ..... cesesersnsasenas - - - -
What opportunity has been given for follow-
up training?
SOME +vvernvnnnsenaceenanannens 9 33.3 7 20.5
Very little vvievinnnennnenenns 7 25.9 16 L7.1
NOME ttievererinnnsnnneennannnns 11 ko.7 10 29.4
NO 8nSWer ...iiervesnensanoanssn - - 1 2.9
Suggestions for improvement of training.
More "how to" ... i iiiiiiinann. 3 11.1 9 26.5
Background ......... e eienaaaen 6 22.2 5 14.7
More extensive ..... feeetreiaen 10 37.0 11 32.4
Other uiivinriinnesesnroanannss 2 7.4 1 2.9
NO suggestions ...ceeeeeeecvan. 6 22.2 8 23.5

When asked how the training could be improved, three areas were mentioned with |-

considerable frequency. The need for more specific "how to'' training was seen |

as increasingly important. Also, a fairly large percentage (32%) expressed a

need for simply more training than had been given.

PRI SO
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Staff were asked a series of questions designed to give insight intoc the impact
they thought the Grievance Procedure was having. Findings are reported in Table
44. Almost all agreed there had been impact in terms of problems either solved

or created. Among problems solved, three main areas were mentioned with consid-
erable frequency; solving problems directly related to specific grievances filed,
clarifying or modifying existing policies, and increasing staff 'professionalism'.
Among Treatment Team staff, between the two points in time there were some chang-
es. As might be expected with continued use, there was a greater‘ability to iden-

tify benefits. Also, the frequency with which items related to ‘rcreased staff

professionalism were mentioned jumped from 11% to 38%.

In reference to problems created through the introduction of the Grievance Pro-
cedure, increased time demands were mentioned by better than 40% of those inter-
viewed. Almost a fourth also mentioned two additional aréas - greater strains

on ward/staff relations and an estrangement between iine’staff and the adminis-

tration. The latter item increased considerably over time among the Treatment

Team staff.

Finally, the staff were asked how many hours per week were involved with the
G;ievance Procedure - not just in formal hearings but in other matters directly
related to the functioning of the Procedure. While many staff noted that the
time spent in any given week is directly proportional to the number of ‘grievances
filed, on the average, time expended did not appear to be excessive. 'As might

be expected, Treatment Team staff were the most involved in terms of hours spent

but even here better than 50% reported an involvement of less than one hour per

week. This marked a decline from the initial interviews.
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TABLE 44

IMPACT OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

- ¥
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A final series of questions dealt with reaction to the functioning of the new

system. An essential element of the Grievance Procedure is the definition of

what may be grieved. As established, this definition is broad - covering vir-

Total Treatment Team - tually all types of complaints that a ward might have i
Staff Staff Teachers Security ‘. Y YP P 9 » excluding only those
Post Onl Post Only | Post Only i : | . . . . . .
" Questions nty Pre Post YL‘ about which the Youth Authority administration had no direct control. The staff
N=51 N=27 N=34 N=10 N=7 - . . . .
L were asked in effect to evaluate their satisfaction with this definition or to
No. % No. % No. % Ne. % No. %
suggest an alternative. As can be seen in Tabie 45, the greatest number of re-
What problems have been solved thru i '
| use of Grievance Procedure?* .- spondents (45%) would retain the present definition. A somewhat smaller group -
Specific ward problems directly ‘ ;vr 24%) would 1ik o s definiti -
related to grievance filed .... 15 | 29.4 61 22.2] 10| 20.4 31 30.0 2 | 286 - (24%) e t ee the definition broadened to the extent that the system
Existing policy clarified/ 5 . L
,mpmieﬁ ,,,,,, e 14| 27.4 71 25.9] 121 35.3 21 20.0! - - would be open to complaints by both wards and staff. 16% of those interviewed
Staff professionalism Improved .. 14 | 27.4 31 1.1 13 33.5 1] 10.0 ; h;9§'1 .
Other souvvennn. Cheeieeneaas 91 17.6] 61} 22.2 3 . 30.0 ' 3 would have restricted the definition to any ''significant' complaint - thus avojd-
NONE «evnvnnnnn. e 6| 11.8] 8| 296 5 1hy| - | - ] 1k _\ y sl P _
- - . 2| 28,6 . . . . ) ]
NO answer ..... Cereetariereeiaaas Ly 7.8 1 3.7 21 20.0 ing dealing with "petty' issues. Between occupational groupings, there was littie
What problems have been created L ) . . '
through the Introduction of the dramatic difference. Treatment team staff were the most inclined to go along
Grievance Procedure?® : ‘ .
. with the present definition. Over time, there was little if an change amon
Time demands ........oeevevesenea | 211 41.2] 10| -37.0] 12 35.3] 5] s50.0] 4| 571 ’ )4 g g
Problems related to ward/staff i
relations .u.eeeveesrns. weeeenn | 12| 23,50 6| 22.2) 8 23.5) 2| 20.0f 2|84 Team staff.
Admin./staff gap ceveevenencas see 12| 23.5 2 7.4 91 26.5 1 10.0 2| 28.6 .
Other «.iiuviivenuernnnnnans 71 13.77 4 4.8 51 14,7 1] 10.0f 1 f b3 ‘
None ........... Cesmenenanen 81 15.7f 7} 25.9] 7| 20.6f - - L ERLBESS When asked to evaluate the extent to which grievances dealt with substantive
No answer ....... feceerenecanaaes 1 2.0 -~ - - - 1P 10.0p - - ) : _ »
issues, many (47%) felt th i ) ith i i i
How much of your time each week is ’ y (47%) that some grievances dealt with important issues while
t with Grievance Procedure? . . ' g1
spen . other grievances did not. There was also a number (30%) who felt most complaints i
One hour or ‘less ......... veeaens | 34 66,7 9| 33.3] 18] 52.9 91 90.0 7 1100.0f " ) ) i
2-3 hOUFS tvrvuennonnnannnnns 12.f 23.51 4] 51.9] 11} 32,6 1] 10.0} - - were only 'marginal' in terms of content, but only 4% felt them to be "frivilous™.
4-5 hours ......... Cheeeeeiaeeans 3 5.9 2 7.4 3 8.8} - - - e , e
6-7 HOUFS 4iviieennenennanaroanes - - - - - - - - ol E Among occu . e i
8 or more ..ot B 1 2.0 2 7.4 i 2.9 - - - . g occupational groups, Treatment Team staff tended to doubt the significance |
No answer ....ec.uvunn checvarenens 1 2.0 - - 1 2.9 - - "o £ . . N . . ¥
o the'grlevances filed to a greater degree than did either the teachers or Se~ il
curity personnel.
*More than one category per respondent Is possible, therefore responses do not equal total

number of staff Interviewed.

; \ : * ‘
b Finally, the staff were asked to make an overall evaluation of the usefulness of
the Procedure and to suggest improvements. As can be seen, the majority of staff

(712) felt the new Procedure to be at least fairly useful as a means of resolving
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TABLE 45

STAFF REACTION TO FUNCTIONING OF WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE f

Total Treatment Team _ é

Staff Staff Teachers Security |

Post Only Post Only | Post Only | .

Questions Pre Post i

' N=51 N=27 N=34 N=10 N=7

No. z No. b4 No. 2 No. 4 No. g Lo

Which definition of a grievance do §

you feel would best suit the needs d

of the Grievance Procedure? !

Any complaint v.eeveeveeeenennnens 23 | 45.1] 15 | 55.6] 18 | 52.9] 3| 30.0f 2| 284

Any complaint of both wards and 5

staff ......ooiiiiiian 12 1 23.50 3 {11} 6 117.6] 3| 30.0f 3| b2y .

Any cngn!f;cant complaent ..... ‘s 8 1 15.7 3] 114 41 11.8 4 } 4o.0] ~ - P

Other .......... Cerreiereee i, 8 |15.7] 6| 22.2] 6 |17.6] - - 2 | 284

How would you categorize the type of j

grievances filed thus far? k!

For the most part deal with §

Important issues ........ ceriees 7 113.7 6 | 22.2 51 14.7 11 10.0 BN ERLEI

Some do - some don't ..... Ceseeaan 2L | 47,11 10 | 37.0} th | 41.2 7} 70.0 3] g
Host have only marginal merit .... 15 1 29.41 10 | 37.0] 13 | 38.2} - - 2 ] 284

For the most part, frivolous ..... 2 3.9 11 3.7 2 5.9 1| 10,0} - -1

Other voveviecenennnns eeees 2 3.9 - - - - 1] 10.0 1 bty

How would you evaluate the overall ‘vﬁ

usefulness of the Grievance Procedure? 'i

Generally useful .....evvuns... eeo 15 {294 8 | 29.6] 11 | 32.4) 4 | ko.o| - - [

Fairly useful with some |mprove- :

ment needed ..iiiiiiiiiieneenen. 21 | 4120 9 1 33.3| 11 | 32.4 5 | 50.0 51 b

Poor system needing considerable : .

Improvement .....ceuvvee.. ceeran 6 | 1.8 1 3.7 6 { 17.6] - - - -3

Bad system which should be :

dropped .......... Chetrrareennas 2 3.9 2 7.4 1 2.9( - - LI IR LB

Other ... civiriininannnnns ceees . 2 3.9 - - 2 5.9 - - - =

No answer ....... Ceressecessennnnn 5 9.8 7 1 25.9 3 8.8 1 10.0 1 1&3"}

How could the system bz Improved?* é

Modify procedure «......... e . 26 151.01 8 | 29.6| 19 | 55.9 3 | 30.0 4 57Ji§
Increase tralning «vveveeveennnans 16 1 31.4] 31 11.1 9 | 26.5 6 | 60.0 1| kY

Provide time relief for staff .... 5 9.8 L § 14.8 1 11.8] 1 10.0] - -l
Other change «...i.viiiinnennnnn. . 17 | 33.3 8 }29.6 9 | 26.5 L | 40.0 3| b2dp

Don't KNOW vviverinniivninnannnsan 1 2.0 21 7.4 - - - 1] thes

No change needed .............. - 4 7.8 4 | 14.8 4 111.8 - - -

No answer .....cccviiennn. senienaa - - 1 3.7 - - - e

¥ More than one category per respondent is possible, therefore responses do not equal total 'E
number of staff Interviewed. 8!

.
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ward complaints. Less than 4% fe]t the system should be abandoned. Between the

three groups involved, teachers tended to give a somewhat higher rating than did

the others. Among Team staff, there was a sharp jump over time in the number

feeling that considerable improvement in the system was needed.

When asked specifically what changes if any were needed, almost all staff felt
that improvements could be made. Only four (8%) felt no changes were needed.
Mentioned most often were various procedural modifications such as extending time

limits for hearings, etc. As might be expected with increased familiarity coming

from longer use, such suggestions by Team staff between the first and second inter-

views almost doubled.
additional training of both wards and staff and time relief for staff. A large
number of other suggestions were made which defied categorization into specific

groupings and appear as "other changes''.

In _summary, there was almost universal agreement among staff surveyed that a for-
mal means of dealing with ward cemplaints was needed at Karl Holton. When ques-
tioned about the efficacy of the old system, there was an even split between

those feeling that complaints had generally been resoivwd and those fee]ang this

had occurred only ''sometime' or even less

In terms of training needed for implementing the Procedure, initially, most Team
staff felt it to be 'adequate''. However, at the time of the second interview,

this had declined considerably. Possibly the reported lack of on-going or re-

fresher training could have contributed to this.

The impact of the Procedure is seen as both positive and negative according to

nearly all staff. Clarification of policies and enhanced staff professionalism

Also suggested with considerable frequency was the need for
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Jere two positive areas often mentioned. While time pressures were mentioned : CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
most often as a problem area, the amount of time expended by staff appeared to '

Objective One - The Procedure can only function if wards are sufficiently knowl-

be declining with months of -use.
edgeable to make use of the system and are informed of their rights under it.

In evaluating the functioning of the system, there appeared to be }lttle dlscowyf Testing indicated that wards were generally knowledgeable about gaining access

tent. Most felt it to be at least fairly useful in resolving complaints and to the system - how to file a grievance - but were less aware of the protections

were satisfied with the definition of a grievable matter as currently used. How ! offered while a grievance was being processed. in addition, the degree of a

ever, almost all felt there was room for improvement and had suggestions to mama; ward's knowledge was infiuenced considerably by the length of time he had been

at Holton. It would appear that to the extent that wards were knowledgeable,
this was due more to experience in seeing the Procedure in operation and less
to formalized training. However, this should be qualified in that the initial
training offered to wards when the Procedure was first introduced was consider-

ably more extensive than that given wards transferred to Holton later on. Thus,

the older wards had not only more extensive formalized training and also had

seen the Procedure in operation over a longer period of time.

Objective Two - An effective ward/staff grievance procedure such as established

at Karl Holton is costly in terms of time and effort needed to make it run. A

major question is whether or not this is any more effective in dealing with com- %

fé plaints than the previously established less formalized system. Based on the '
evidence available, the answer would appear to be yes, the Ward Grievance Pro-

cedure is more effective in resolving complaints than previously existing sys-

ZE tems. Although, at least in part, this may be due less to the overwhelming
excellence of the new system than to the inadequacy of the old methods. Wards,

and to a lesser degree, staff, were not convinced that complaints were dealt

with by going to staff on an informal basis. ‘ ' 4

i{ In evaluating the new system, 70% of both wards and staff thought it to be at
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least fairly useful in resolving complaints. However, despite this high over-
all rating, satisfaction with the Procedure varied considerably from hall-to-
hall. Where working well, the system was seen as highly satisfactory.

er instances, the rating was substantially lower indicating there is nothing

magic about the Grievance Procedure itself.

Other factors also seemed to be operating which could keep the system from beimfg
freely utilized by all wards. Although questionnaire responses did indicate rﬂ{;
ative comfort in speaking up to staff, many wards still question the adviseabil- é
ity of "rocking the boat''. While this may be a ''stock' answer to a ''stock" quﬂs‘

tion, fully 80% of the wards questioned felt that '"playing it cool'' was the beﬂ{;

way to make it.

surface conformity to staff wishes as the best way to gain release. Therefore,;ﬁ

it is not suprising that to a considerable degree wards expressed concern over

staff's possible non-acceptance of their use of the system. Although in practh 
there appeared to bé little perceived negative reaction from staff when grievani
were filed, most remained unconvinced that staff are fully accepting of a wards}
right to file a grievance.b One result was that particularly among non-users m{~

was a strong tendency to limit the problems about which a grievance cold comfori

tably be filed.

It should also be noted the whole area of wards complaints about actions or prob:
lems related to their peers were not dealt with by this new system. Only 3% of}

all grievances dealt with peer issues. Obviously, other channels of resolution|

were sought.

Objective Three - To what extent did the Procedure function at Karl Holton in

accordance with the pre-established ... .nciples and procedures? A second ques~

tion - to what extent was it possible to follow the pre-established principles

This reflects a commonly accepted group norm of showing at leas

In oth- ||
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and procedures - although unstated was also a matter of concern since the Pro-
cedure was new and untried. Based on the results from a variety of measures,

it appears evident that not only are the procedures workable but that griev-
ances were generally processed in accordance with them. 279 grievances on a
wide variety of topics were handled and with only seven exceptions processed
through to some form of resolution. Ward participation with staff both in es-
tablishing the system and in reviewing complaints did in fact occur. Grievants
were provided with formal hearings and channels of appeal appeared to be reason-
ably open. Written responses were provided as required. It was only in the

area of meeting self-imposed time limits that there was a serious problem. The
right to a speedy resolution is seen as fundamental to the Procedure and in most
cases this did occur. However, it was not at all uncommon for time limits to be
exceeded and there are indications that there was little or no negative sanction
for non-compliance. To a great degrée wards did not know what the deadlines were
and seldom exercised their right of automatic appeal to the next higher level of
review if the time 1imit was exceeded.

Beyond all of this however, the first year's experience did prove that the spirit
and intent of the Ward Grievance Procedure was feasible. Wards and staff can work
cooperatively together in both developing and running a program. Wards can raise
valid and reasonable issues which can in turn be met with reasonableness and open-

ness by staff and the administration. Out of this, change can occur.

Objective Four - Regardless of the degree to which the system appears to be func-

tioning according to established principles, of major concern is the. degree to

- which the grievances are resolved in a manner which is satisfactory to the par-

ticipants. Interviews with nearly all wards who filed grievances during a five

month period indicated an almost even split between those who expressed satis-

1
T
I
#
¥
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faction with the resolution reached and those who were not satisfied. 1In gen-
eral, satisfaction was related to the disposition. That is, if the grievant's

request was granted he was satisfied with the resolution. |If he was not given

what he wanted then he was not satisfied. However, other factors also appeared |

to be important. Satisfaction was higher where the grievance was resolved at
the formal hearing on the ward's hall. Satisfaction decreased when the matter

had to be resolved at the Superintendent's level or where the matter was dealt

with informally. When formal versus informal resolutions were compared in terms; .

of expressed satisfaction for the grievant, there was considerabie indication

that a formalized approach is to be favored.

Where the ward was dissatisfied, he had the option of appealing the decjsion.

fhis was not done 68% of the time. Where not done, this was often because thers.

was no expectation that it would do any good. This attitude appears to be more |~

rooted in the past than the present since some appeals did result in change.

Despite such problems, the overall perception of both wards and staff was that
grievances would be resolved fairly and adequately using the new system. It
was only among those wards who had not used the system that there was appreci-

able doubt as to the efficacy of the Procedure.

Objective Five -~ Of major importance was the impact which the introduction of

the Grievance Procedure had on social climate and related factors within the

living units at Karl Holton. While difficult to determine with great certain-

ty because of the variety of intervening variables operating at the institution|

during the time period in question, there are strong indications of substantial

bimpact in some areas. However, in other areas, there appeared to be no appre-

ciable impact.

ot i i e
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Very eaf]y, concern was expressed about the possible derisive potential the
Grievance Procedure could have on ward/staff relations if the system were to
take on a ''we win - you lose'' orientation. This does not seem to have occur-
red. Questionnaire responses of wards indicate that staff are seen more pos-
itively than before. When questioned directly about possibie changes in ward/
staff relations, most wards and staff felt there had been no change but where
change was noted it was primarily in a positive direction. Furthérmore, there
is no indication that wards used the system to "attack'! staff. In fact, only

a very small number of grievances (12%) concerned actions taken by staff.

However, wards also reported seeing staff as harsher and less treatment oriented.
In addition there was a tendency to see the social climate as more tense after
three months of use of the Procedure than before. One possibility may be that
these items merely reflect heightened awareness and critical stance toward the
environment by wards brought about by a formalized and effective way of making
complaints known. Certainly wards did become more aware of policy issues as
evidenced by the large number of complaints filed in this area and staff's re-
porting of an upswing in the extent to which wards complained about such issues.
lnclight of this, it would appear that administrators should be aware 6f this
potential and be prepared to deal with it as a formal grievance procedure as

instituted.

In terms of group relations on the halls, there is no evidence of observable
impact. Staff observations were that there had been no change. In addition,
the system was primarily used by individuals and only rarely by groups to deal

with common concerns.

When Interviewed, staff did note some additional impact for them in several
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areas. On the negative side, the Procedure was secen as time consuming and this report. Findings in follow-up studies will hopefully reflect the change.

another burden on an already overburdened staff. On the positive side, many While the Grievance System is "to supplement, not replace, existing informal

thought the Procedure had clarified or changed existing policies for the bet- -g”' channels of resolving grievances''!, the informal system appears to be substan-

ter and, at least in the eyes of some, had increased staff professionalism as tially less able to yield satisfactory resolutions than does the formal system.

they did their jobs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Tratning of wards and staff be increased - both for new arrivals’and
through periodic maintenance. Both wards and staff saw .nis as a need
and testing of wards affirmed the correctness of the observation. Par-xﬁ
ticular attentfon should be paid to informing wards'of-their rigﬁts

under the system as data shows this area to be particularly weak.

2) Fvery effort be made to elicit active support of the Grievance Proce-

dure by line staff ~ and that this support be communicated to wards.

~Since wards are concerned about staff's reaction and are influenced
by It, an open grievance system requires that wards be convinced there

will be no negative consequences for its use.

3) An effective internal monitoring system be established to ensure com-

pliance to principles and procedures {(particularly time limits) and
help guarantee a high level of functioning on all halls. At present,
there are strong indications of uneven performance, acceptance, and
resultant satisfaction for participants. This has the pragmatic

effect of closing the Procedure to some wards.

e

4) The use of informal resolution be subjected to inereased monitoring = 1 . . .
- . g R Training Bulletin - Ward Grievance Procedure, Karl Holton School,
and _control. To a large extent controls have been tightened in the i ugust 3, 1974.

last few months subsequent to the collection of data reflected in
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APPENDIX I

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE PRINCIPLES
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PRINCIPLES
WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES
CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY

The purpose of the formal grievance procedure is to ensure that
ward grievances or complaints are given opportunity for full and
fair hearing, consideration, and resolution. The formal griev-
ance procedure is intended to supplement, not replace, existing
informal channels of resolving grievances. _ ‘

Every ward shall have the right to use the grievance procedure
developed within his program unit and have easily available to
him the means to file a grievance.

DEFINITION

A grievance is a complaint about the substance or application of
any written or unwritten policy of the California Youth Authority
or any of its program units, or a complaint about any behavior or
action directed toward a ward by staff or other wards. Complaints
about actions or policies of other agencies, which exercise juris-
diction over wards pursuant to contractual relationships with the
Youth Authority, are within the grievance procedure. Complaints
about actions or policies of the Youth Authority Board are within
the grievence procedure only if they involve matters delegated to
the Board by the Director. -‘Matters under the Board's jurisdiction
by statue are not within the grievance procedure unless the Board
so elects.

PRINCIPLES

The following principles describe the elements essential to any
procedure introduced into a program unit:

1. There shall be‘partiéipation by elected wards and by staff
in the design, development and operation of the grievance
procedure adopted in each program unit.

2. A ward with an emergency grievance or problem shall have
available a course of action which can provide redress
within a relatively immediate time.

£
s

The procedure must provide for levels of review, which
shall be kept to a minimum. These levels, ideally, should
coincide with the major decision-making levels of the pro-
gram unit's organization. Any party to a grievance, ward
or staff, may appeal a decision. ‘
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At some level a full hearing must be conducted, and all
parties to the grievance must be given an opportunity to
be present and to participate in said hearing.

A ward shall be entitled to select a representative from
among other wards, staff, or volunteers regularly partic-
ipating in the program unit. Said representatives shall
be .entitled to attend and participate in any informal con-
ferences, hearings or reviews in which the ward partici-
pates.

Reasonably brief time Timits shall be established for the
receipt of said responses and for any action which must

be taken to put a response into effect. A1l responses to
a written grievance shall be in writing with reasons for
action taken. Lack of a written response or failure to
complete action within the required time periods shall en-
title the ward to proceed to the next level of review.

The final review shall be an independent review by a party
or parties outside the Youth Authority.

The grievance procedure itself shall be used to determine
whether a specific complaint falls within the procedure.

No reprisals shall be taken against anyone using or par-
ticipating in the grievance procedure.

There shall be monitoring and evaluation of all procedures,
their operation and their decisions.

E—
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON WARD GRLEVANCE PROCEDURE

Your Name

Hall

Date

How long have you been on your present hall? months.

How long have you been at Karl Holton? mon ths.

These questions are to help find out how much wards at Holton know about
the Grievance Procedure. Your answers to these questions will be used by
the Youth Authority Research Division in Sacramento as part of a report
on how the Procedure is working.

Your answers to this questionnaire will not affect your program at Karl
Holton in any way. However, it is important that you do the best you

can, If you want to find out how you did, check the box at the bottom of

this sheet and we will let you know,

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this project,

Check here if you want to
find out how you did,
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3)

3)
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Can a ward file a grievance concerning & hall rule? (check one)

1. [0 Yes
2, [ Ne o
3., [J bon't know

Can a ward file a grievance against decisions made by the Youth
Authority Board? (check one) :

1. [ Yes
2. [ No
3. [ Don't know

Can a ward file a grievance because he did not get full credit for
polnts earned? (check one)

1. [ Yes
2. O No
3. [ bdon't know

Can a ward file a grievance against a DDMS decision to take away a day
pass? (check one)

1. E] Yes
2. O o
3. [ Don't know

Can a ward file a grievance against a rule made by the Director of
Youth Authority? For example, if he were to restrlct mail to one
letter a week? (check one)

1. [ Yes
2. [J No
3. [ Don't know

A ward normally first files his grievance with: (check one)

. [ Superintendent

(] Treatment Team Supervisor
[ Counselor

[] Ward Clerk

] Don't know

(S e R O N

How much time does a ward have to file a grievance after the incident
happens? (check one)

12 hrs,
36 hrs.
48 hrs,
72 hrs,
Don't know

gooogd
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1) Can a ward file a grievance concerning a hall rule? (check one)

: 1. [ Yes
' 2. O No ot
' 3. [3J bon't know

2) Can a ward file a grievance against decisions made by the Youth
Authority Board? (check one)

1. [0 Yes
2. O Neo
3. [ Don't know

3) Can a ward file a grievance because he did not get full credit for
points earned? (check one)

1. [J Yes
2. O xo
3, [J Don'‘t know

4)Y Can a ward file a grievance againsc a DDMS decision to take away a day
pass? (check one)

1. O Yes
2. O No
3. E] Don't know

5) Can-a ward file a grievance against a rule made by the Director of
Youth Authority? For example, if he were to restrict mail to one

letter a waek? (check one)

3, [ Don't know

6) A ward normally first files his grievance with: (check one)

1. [0 Superintendent
2. [J Treatment Team Supervisor
3. [ Counseler

4, [J Ward Clerk

5. [J Don't know

7) How much time does a ward have to file a grievance after the incidenc
happens? (check one)

1. [ 12 hrs.
2. [0 36 hrs.
, 3. ] 48 hrs.
’ 4. 1 72 hrs.
S. [2) Don't know

R
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8)

9

10)

11)

12)

13)

a

The hall "review'" committee which first hears your grievance includes:
(check one)

] wards only

. ] scaff only

[l Both wards and staff
[Tl Only outside volunteers
. [J Don't know

(W B S I N

A ward and his representcative have the right to be present at the hall
"review'" committee meeting: (check one)

1. O Always

2. O Sometimes
3. [ Never

4. [] Don't know

If a ward is not satisfied with the resolution reached by the hall
"review! committee, he can appeal it if: (check one)

. [ Grievance clerk says it's 0.K. to appeal
[] Staff say it's 0.K. to appeal

. [[] Ward wants to appeal

. [[] Both ward and Bu&ff say it's 0.K. to appeal
] Don't know

[F a0 - R N

I1f a ward appeals a decision by the hall "review" committee, he must
do it within: (check one)

1. [ 12 hrs.
2. [] 48 hrs.
3. [} 60 hrs.
4, [ 72 hrs.
5. [] Don't know

If a ward appeals a decision by the hall 'review’ committee, the
decision at the next level will be made by: (check one) |

[] senior Youth Counselor
(] Treatment Team Supervisor
] Superintendent

. [ Outside Arbitrator

. [] pon't know

[V 30 ~ S PR N ]

If a response to a ward's grievance is not received from the hall
"review" committee within a certain length of time, he can: (check one)

. [] Forget it

7} Talk to staff

{7} File new grievance

] Automatically appeal to the mext highest level
"[[] Don't know

U!waH
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When you have a beef about something here on the hall, who wonld
you go to first for advice? (check only one)

Youth counselor ,
“Social worker :
" Treatment Team Supervisor
T Teacher
" Another ward
___No one

|

How well do yvou feel that your hall staff understand your problems
and needs? (check only one)

They usually understand
They sometimes understand
They don't usually understand
They almost never understand

|

|

|

|

Do yon think that staff on your hall are just "working a shift! or

do you think they really care what happens to you? (check only one)

They really care
T They're just "working a shift"
__TDon't know

How many times in the last two weeks have you talked to a QOunselor
on your hall about yourself seriously for at least a few minutes?
{check only one)

__Not at all
Once or twice
Several times

!

How well do you personally like most of the staff on your hall?
(check only one)

___Very much
____Pretty much
___S0-s0
___Not much
___Not at all

How many staff on your hall take a personal interest in the
individual wards? (check only one)

All of them

Most of them

About half of them
Afew of them

None of them

|

|

|

|

|

..87..
7, How do you think staff{ on your hall see a ward? (check only one)

person who made a mistake

delinquent

criminal

verson who needs help to straighten out
verson who needs to be punished

L

8, How dc~you see the staff-ward relationships on your hall?(check anlr o

___Staff are
_.»taff are
___Staff are
___Staff are

too harsh with the wards

pretty fair with the wards

not harsh enough with most wards

pretty unconcerned about the wards

9, Do you feel that: (check only one)
Your relationships
- Your relationships

Your relationships

with staff are better than you expected
with staff are worse than you expected
with staff are about what you expected

10, Do you feel that: (check only one)

Staff relationships with each other are smooth .
Staff on the hall work well together as a team
Staff don't get along with each other very well

11, What is your opinion of the other wards .on your hall? (check only one)

| Drif@ing through, just waiting to get out
___Putting up a front and pretending the "program" is helpful
Actually trying to change and to help themselves

12, What do you think about this place? {(check only one)

A lot better than I expected
Better than I expected

- Horse than T expected

A lot worse than I expected

|

+ 13. Do you feel that: (check only one)

Your relat@onships with other wards are better than you expected
Your relat}onships with other wards are worse than you expected
Your relationships with other wards is about as you expected

14, Do you have trouble getting along with the wards on your hall?
(check only one)

_Yes, a lot
__JYes, quite a bit
Yes, some

—_No, not much

|

e}
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{ j"
{ 14, Vo you nemnlly hone around here at Karl Holton with: (aheet hh1n,§,
[ - 75
; g
: Wonp or more wards

2 nr 3 waprdes e
' ' mly onre ward

Mo one v .

) Hame .
First Middle Initial Last

16, Moat inskitnhions have different rrouns of wards who 2tink n1nnmhvé
torother and dor't bave mich to do with any other orouns, Aboubt
how many eroups like that dnes your hall have? (nheck omly one) |

___Four or more Y " Hatl
___Twn or three ‘ S

(nly one . :
T None 2

mo——

Date

17. Please chock hy Aarder of importanae the reasons why 2 group
forme ikself And sticks together, {rank 1 through 5.)

e -

___Gengraphieal ( "homies™") |
Same race | |

Rebels agairst the testablishment !
Snecial groups, Such as ..ec.... 8low-riders”, "wazis", "hypes!
—_Special common interests, like music, sports, hobties, etc,

e

18. Please mark one choice which most closely desarihes how mirch B
tersion or how muoh relaxed feeling there 15 -on -yonr hall: !
Tense, uptight - everyons nervous most of the time 3

Somewhat terse - possibility of fights often =

Kind of relaxed - only a few beefs ;

Pretty relaxed - not. much nervousness £

19. Do the other wards on your hall make it hard or easy for you i
to follow the rules? (check only one) g
Very hard :

___Hard :

lasy -

Very easy -

f

%
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! 4 7, Piease think abont conditions on vour hall 2rd the bhec ot
: - P e e 3 3 . . o cr by i e t ¢ - : ’ : Y N (A €l v Ad ‘ er‘f\g th‘*
5 1, Do yen fecd ?t enan abont exprasaine complaints bn mock oknt'f - wards have had over the past few months, In general, wald van
on vonr hall? (eheak only one) cay that s ’ ’ ‘
| Alwavs Ofben Somet imes Mot yanally Ny g a, Most ward ~complairts now are: (nheck only one)
| 3 —— i 4 — —— Worked out pretty well
{ — . ; Worked ont somewhat
: 2. & ward's willingness tn express complaints may depend on ¢iffepont ; . Not worked out at all
‘ things., How much do yen think yon're influenced by: 5 —Tsually ipnored
} ' L . ' p ok come nomid b, How much 30 you think most of the staff on your hall nare
a,Other ward~ Tooking down on yon for comnlaining, . ,... —_— — avout working out successful solutions to ward comvlaints?
h.Staft reserting vou for complaining,......oceovviene —_— — (check only one) |
c¢.Possible loss of privileges for cgmplaining......ovee __ — b :
A.Not gekting a equare deal becanse of complaining, ..., __ _— b —Yery much —Somewhat N little Not at all
- n,Staff might sce nomplainers as weakK..v.ieeveoosooorvses . | .
f.Hard for me to speak out to staff. it eonvoneenns __ b c. How much have ward complaints on your hall resulted in: (check
o, Playing it auiet and "coel' is the best way to make it o — b cne for each item)
, ) 8 Many Some A feuw  ‘tana
3, How do. most staff wvsually treat wards who complain about rule:s : 1)Changes in rules or policies?....vven. . ﬂ_ __ -
and conditinms on the hall? (check only one) 2)Changes ir ward assignments?.......... __  __
@ 3)Changes in ward contracts?............ - _
They 1isten and try to help ! 4)Other changes of casework decisions?,, — ”“ -
~Phey mostly just 1isten : 5)Changes in staff discipline methods?,. L - -
" They try not to listen .
They refuse to listen 4
B, T ferl that complaining or trying to change rules or hall conditions w:}
(plense check “yes" or "no" for each item) !
. : Yes N ;
F\' flhﬂ'Sf‘,.‘e tvooOo-uouoo.lt..nvionthﬁctttsoc.cn'ncolnl-o e —
h, O, ¥, because there's not much to 1ote...vieveeseees. — — :
c. Mot worth petting staff uptight. . ..i.venocerereinnns . . :
do r’:lke*ly tn mﬂke mea "na:(‘tk" 40 N8 VEEOENDPODUEETREETEYTESOEes ©— o— \
e, 'PO(') hﬂ?ﬁ tO llnderstand hOW to dnopoooonoucoblo R EEER] — — “(
fu WOI"H’\ tha tY’OL\blP. [ R N RN I I I L IR BRI B BN BN B B A — — ‘ @
o, Something nther wards can do if they want to,....... — o “
, =
5, No yon think most of the other wards on your hall feel comfortable $
in expressing complaints about the way things are done on your hall? 1
(check only one) |
Most of the time Sometimes Not usually Mayer
6. How importart do you think most of the beefs are that wards have |
now on your hall? (check only one) i
Very important
’ Fairly important :
) Not very important i
Not worth bothering about 3
%
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8.

9.

- “{/
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Have you heard from anyone before today that there Is to be a new Ward Grievance
Procedure herc at Karl Holton? __ yes __no

{f you have, when did you first hear about it?

__a few days ago "’ __3 or 4 weeks ago s

1]
! or 2 weeks ago __more than a month ago

if you have heard about the new Grievance Procedures, please answer the L
following questions about it: i

a) Will wards be allowed to file grievance against actions/decisions
made by the Youth Authority Board? (check one only)

es no

~y asmam—

_don't know

b) How much time does a viard have to file a grievance after the occur-
rence of an event hz wishes to complain about? (check only one)

__V2btrs, __2bhrs., __36 hrs. ___UB hrs,

__60hrs, __72 hrs., ___don't know

¢) Under the new procedures, a ward normally first files his grievance i
with: (check one only) ¢

Superintendent —Jreatment Team Subervisor Counselor

__Social Worker —\Mard clerk __Don't know

d) How many “levels of review' are possible in the new system? (check one oMﬂé

one tvio don't know

__three four

e) A ‘review'' committee will include: (check one only)

___wards only —staff only __ both wards and staff o

only outside volunteers don't know

f) Can s ward file a grievance against another ward? (check one only) b
—res o ___ho . don't know 5

g) Con a grievance be filed b} a group of wards or only by one 5
individual ward? (check one only) ¢

—individual ___ either __ don't know

—_.group

h) independent reviews will be handled by the American Arbitration
Society: (check one only)

o true __ false __ there is no such thing ___goﬁ't know

R S A N M A
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{0, When the new Ward Grievance Procedures begin, do you think that:

a) Most ward grievances will be: (check only one)
__worked out well
__worked out somewhat
__not worked out well

___worked out badly

b) How much will staff care about the successful working out of ward grievances?
(check only one)

t

[

very much somewhat

a little _.not at all

c) When a grievance successfully resuits in changes of rules/policies, will
those changes last after you are paroled? (check only one)
__definitely probably

d) Wil the new procedures: (check one for each item)

probably not . no

w————

Improve ward relationships?

yes, a lot yes, some a little ___hot at all

Improve ward-staff relationships?

—vyes, alot _ ves, some __ a little __hot at all

it e e S e
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| Eﬁ, After the formasi Ward Grievance Procedure begins ‘here, do you think you will
' i1~ feel comfortable filing complaints (grievances)? (check only one)
11l. following is a list of some of the possible grievances which might be flled by o ~
wards, under the new Ward Grievance Procedures. Please check the appropriate i _most of the time __ sometimes not usually never
column for each item, indicating whether you would consider filing each of those = , - -
listed below: ‘ 1 After the new procedure starts, do you think the other wards on your hall wili

L

feel comfortable about filing complaints (grievances)? {check only one)

bk ek

DAY-TO-DAY LIVING PROBLEMS:

Yes  No _most of the time __ sometimes __hot usually hever
i?ggh?:;v?:s;eé e 1 W??? the new pracidurehbegiﬁsg how do you expect staff will feel toward wards
L) L] L L] * L] *» ¢ . ] . L] [} . [ ] L Q L 2 L) L4 L d ’-; n rievances
unlt or institution rules or policles « « « « v o o o « o ¢ filing g (check only one)
recreation/athletic opportunities « o o « ¢ v o 5 o ¢ o o f accept 1t
sex pressure from another ward/wards. « o « ¢ « o o o « o i e .
b L - L] a [ ] L4 i' s
| S prems fais b atherwandards il 2 -
Mights ou time L LI IIIIIIIIIIIIID = = —be suspicious sbout it
fhecke. .+ .o TN T = ot want snything to do with It
OTHER: (please writé in other day-to-day living problems which you feel could/should

Ta

» When it comes to fill
result in grlevances flled) : c o fi ng a grievance, do you think most of the wards on your hall

will: {check only one

_file whenever they feel like it

T R B

file only If really necessary

At e AR

CASEVORK DECISIONS: (that you object to) |

decisions about my case by staff team . . .
contracts decided for me by staff + « o« o« »
academic goals set for ME o« ¢ ¢ # ¢ o 6 o o
change in school or work assignment « « « ¢ &
being urged to attend or join special groups. .
not being ailowed to form or join a special group
too much staff concern about my personal family .
staff failure to keep my case confidential, . . .
staff interfering in my family relatlonships. . .

—hot file If they can help It

<
®
73
13

R

ot file at all

* L] )

L]
*
L
L]

L] . . ® *
Sty ey Y,

LTEHEE

L]
L
-
L]
-
L]
L2
L
L

RRRRRY

GTHER : (please write in other possible grievances In regard to casework declisions)

———

UNIT-STAFF DISCIPLINE:

restriction from programe « ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o « s s 0 o o

a"bumnwrite-upao--ooooc-uoncocnton. K
harshox‘rudetreatment...--.....o-..... ;
overcontrol of me by staffe « 4 v o o o o « 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ « & o i
conflicts with a teacher/teachers « ¢« o o o o o o o o » o !

OTHER: (please write in other possible grievances about unit discipline)

L

g e A D i o~ . S by AT *
PRTRINRE: .. -acaiA A A R N N S A A A S S
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APPENDIX III
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Interviewerts Name

Ward's Name

Nate

Hall

G P Wards
INITIAL INTERVIEW



i
A
1
1
i
!
i

Question 1A:

Question 1B:

3

Question 2A:

&
A
H
1
¥
¥
:,:
7
5
%
¥

i . Question 2B:

- 98 -

what do you think about Karl Holton?
1. A lot better than 1 expected.
2. _____ Better than | expected.

3. _____ \Worse than | expected.

L, A lot worse than | expected.

why do you feel that way?

What's the best ihing‘that happened on your hall the last
couple of months? '

Any other good things happen on your hall the last couplé‘
of months?



Question 2C:

Question 2D:

Question 3A:

Question 3B:

- 99 - .

What would you say has been the major problem on your hall the
tast two months? ‘,

Have there been any other big problems?

How would you describe the tone on your hatl now? Would you
say it's:

1. Tense - uptight, everyone nervous most of the time.
2. Somewhat tense - possibility of fights often.
3. Relaxed, only a few beefs.

b, Very relaxed, not much nervousness.

What makes you say that?

IR i

- {00 -

Question LA: HNow would you think about how the program here as a whele !
affecting the wards. Would you say it's helping:

1. Most of them.
2. Some of them.
3. Few of them.

4, None of them,

Question 4B: What parts of the program seem to help wards the most?

/

(Historical view - how were complaints handled prior to G.P.)

'

Question 5: Describe any complaints you've had since coming to Karl Holton.

Question 6: What did you do about your complaints? (If he says nothing,
probe deeper - did he talk to staff, other wards, etc.; if
ward says _he filed a grievance, using the G.P., ask what he
did before the G.P. started,) :




!
i
!
!
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Question 7: What happened'’

Question 8: How did you feel about the outcome?

ff and wards have been
i : how well would you say that sta
Question 3 Agzzting along on your hall in the last few weeks?

(Probe for quality of relationship)

the procedure for filing complaints, called the

Question 10A: As oo P is fairly new on your hall. How did you

Grievance Procedure,
first learn about it?

- 102 -

Question 10B: How did you find out how the new procedure was supposed to
operate? (include who or how it was explained and how much
time was involved in any training received.)

Question 11A: Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on
your hall have been getting along since the start of the
Grievance Procedure? .

Yes No

—— ———

Queétion 118:  (If yes:) Would you explain what the changes have been?

Question 11C: Have there been any changes in how well groups of wards on
your hall have been getting along since the start of the
Grievance Procedure?

Yes No

e ———— e n—
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Question 11D: (if yes:) What have been these changes?

Question 12A:

Question 12B:

Question 12C:

L4

Now that the procedure has started, would you feel comfortable

filing:

1. Most types of grievances.
2, Some types of grievances.
3. _____ Few types of grievances.

b4, No types of grievances.

i

Will you give me some examples of grievances you would feel

comfortable in filing.

Will you give me some examples of grievances you
feel comfortable in filing.

¥

would not

Question 13A:

Question 13B:

Question 14A:

Question 14B:

- 104 -

Would you fi}e 3 grievance against another ward?

Yes No

ner———

If no, why wouldn't you?

Under the new procedures,
wards filing grievances?

1. Accept it,

how do you think staff feel toward

2. Accept it, with some doubts.

3. Are suspicious about it.

k. Don't want anything to do with it.

What makes you say that?
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i i do vou think it would
j . |f a ward filed a grievance today, \
Question 158 eventually be worked out of settlied fairly?

Yes No

o ppra——n——
Exsm—

Question 15B: Would you explain why you think that?

Question 16: Do you happen to know about how many grievances have been fllﬁ;:

on your hall?

N - [ ?
Question 17A: Have you personally filed a2 grievance using the new system

Yes No {If no, skip to 18)

AR ——
T ph——

Question 17B: If ves, what was your grievance?

Question 17C:

Question 17D:

Question 17E:

Question 18A:

- 106 -

What happened?

Was the hearing handled fairly in your opinion?

Are you satisfied with the resolution reached?

After a few weeks experience with the grievance procedure on
your hall, how would you evaluate its usefulness?

1. Generaily a useful system to resolve grievances.

2. A fair system that needs some improvement.

——msvan—r

LW\ )

__ A poor system that needs lots of improvement.

k. A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by
something else.




Question 19:

Question 20A:

Question 20B:

How do you think the system cou

Question 18B: What makes you say that?

']

1d be improved?

How do you feel about the point system used here?

]",____ Generally a good system.

2. A fair system that needs some improvement.
3o A poor systém that needs lots of improvement.
L A bad system which should be replaced.

Why do you feel that way?

H

Question 21A:

Question 21B:

- 108 -

H
ow do you feel about the contracts that are made herei
1. Generally helpful.
2. s .
A fair idea that needs some improvement.
3. A poor idea that needs lots of improvement.

L. A bad idea that should be replaced. ‘

Why do you feel that way?
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Ward!'s name

Interviewer's name

Date

G.P. WARDS - INTERVIEW

Final Series
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hat happened on your hall in these last months?

1, What's the best thing t ., How would you describe the tone on your hall now? Would you say its:

i, Tense, uptight, everyone nervous most of the time,

| 2, Somewhat tense, possibility of fights often,
3. Relaxed, only a few beefs,
4, Very relaxed, not much nervousness, .

” last months?
1 things happen on your hall in these ‘
2. Any other good ng PP . et makes you say thet!

‘ i last monthdl b About how well would you say that staff and wards have been getting along
the major problem on your hall in these la . on your hall in the last few weeks?

&

. |
9, What would you say has been ‘

i

%M.Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on your hall get

ther big probiems? ' along since the start of the Grievance Procedure?
4, Have there bgen any otner ]

Cncuymay—ry raTRIve.

. é ' Yes No

jB.ff yes - would you explain what the changes have been?




10A:

flling:

i,

~ 112 - .

9h4: Using the grievance procedure, do you think you would feel comfortable

¥

Most types of grievances.

s

2,
3.
b,

°

comfortable in filing?

108:  Why?

in filing?

10D: Why?

Some types of grievances.,
Few types of grievances.

No grievances,

Will you gnve me some examples of grievances you would generally feel

10C: Will you give me some examples of grievances you would not feel comfortaMe?

3 M.

Would you file a grievance against another ward?

Yes No

g cacnam cwarsmrate

If no - why not?

Under the Grievance Procedure, how do you think staff feel toward wards
filing grievances?

1. Accept it.

2. Accept it, with some doubts.

3. Are suspicious of it.

L, Don't want anything to do with it,

%:L What makes you say that?

EM. If @ ward filed a grievance today, do you thznk it wouid eventually be

worked out or settled fairly?

Yes No

maTaCmm——
Lot )

'2& Would you explain why you think that?
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% 16C: If G.P. not mentioned - ask - '"Have you thought about using the Grievance

‘>? 15, Do you know how many'grlevanée have been filéd on your hall? Procedure?" (Probe for reason(s) why not.)

¥

A

;16D If you were concerned about a mutual problem, would you along with several
{ other wards file a joint grievance?

f
i
-
i

15, Have you personally filed a grievance using the new system?

Yes No (If no, why)
Yes o
(go to 17) (go to 16)

i e o

{(1f no discrete probing for reason)

¢

' {7A: What was your grievance and when did you file? (If more than one, pick the
g most recent,) : ‘

16A: Suppose you have

Se

a complaint here at Karl Holton, what do you do about it?%-

§ l78: How did you file your grievance and what happened?
) % (Interviewer - elicit info. on: with whom was grievance filed; any particular
168:  {1f G.P. is mentioned, probe for reason(s) for non use). - staff/ward reaction to initiating the grievance, etc.)
» el o "




LX)

17¢

17D

17E:

17F:k

17G:

- 116 -

Was there a hearing on your grievance?

Yes No

anahemarem nemranam—
L4

1¥ no, why was it handled without a hearing?

[f a hearing, did you attend?

Yes No

et
gy

lf‘no, why not?

Think a bit about the hearing and how it was handled. How fair or unfair
do you think it was?

—
N SR IR

5
|
1.

very $O-S0 very
fair unfair

¢« 17H;

i«l7i:

317J:

17K

- 7L

What resolution was reached with your grievance?

- 17 -

Were you satisfied with the results?

3
|

() gy o

neutral

If Tess than totally satisfied - why not?

Have you appealed?

If no, why?

Yes

S—r—ras—

No

Q mrme \ Y
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“

17M4: Was the fina!l resolution carried but to your satisfaction?

ggw.' How do you think the system could be improved?

1 3 5
; l l |
; J , | i
oF yes ) no
I7N: I less than satisfied, why?
| .
170: Have you received written notice of the results of each hearing/review?
. Yes No
18A: In summary, based on what you know about the grievance procedure on your
hall, how useful do you think it is? s
I. Generally a useful system to resolve grievances, f
2, A fair system that needs some improvement., £
3. A poor system that needs lots of improvement. o
L, A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by something else, i
. {; <
188: (If not already clear from past statemionts) What makes you say that? g

e ettt bt e o e e,
B A P o NS R b ae e b




T T eIy o sl

T R T T S T T T

- 120 ~

REVISED STAFF INTERVIEW

NAME

POSITION

HALL

" LENGTH OF TIME WITH YA

LENGTH OF TIME ON HALL

Name of interviewer
Date
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L 1. Now would you think about how the program here.as a whole is affecting the ! :
: wards. Would you say it's helping: ' g k. How do you feel about the contracts that are made with wards here?
1. Most of them. ? 1. __ _Gencrally helpful.
2. Some of them. i ‘ 2, _ __Afair idea that needs somg improvement.
3. Few of them. i 3. ____A poor idea that needs lots of improvement.
4, None of them. E 4. A bad idea that should be replaced.

2, What parts of the program seem to help wards the most? Why do you feel that way?

i 1. Academic 1. Difficult to write meaningful contract.
I ) 2. Counseling/counselor : 2. Idea good, not usea right.
' 3. Beh/Mod Program g 3. Procedure needs modification,
4, Regreation : b, Good way to deal w/problems. !
5. None 5. Good idea but ward can "front',
6. Other 6. Other.
7. ©No ansver.

7. No answer

3. How do you feel about the point system used here? :

5A: What is the most universal or frequent complaint wards have here at

1. Generally a good system. Karl Holton?

2. A fair system that needs some improvement, é
3. A poor system that needs lots of improvement;

i, A bad system which should be replaced. 1. Polilcy/Procedure

2. Application of P/P discipline

' k : 3. Beh. Mod.
Why do you feel that way? 4 L, Activities/Program

. 5. Food
: 6. 8tarff related

1. 1Idea good, difficult to impl. 4 , 7. Other

2. 8ystem open to manipulation. i 8. No complaints

3. Provides objective evaluation. M 9 No answer

4. wards know where they stood. | .

5. Insufficient training/understanding ; X

6. Procedural ; 5B: MWhat are some other common complaints wards have?

7. Other ;

8. No answer ;

"
W
i
i
i




TR
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6A: Before the new G.P, started, what did wards usually do about their

compiaints?

1.

-
O\\HF\JI

68: What happened (in terms of resolution)?

1.
2.
3.
b,

7: Do you thin
was necessa

k a formal means of registering
ry at

kari Holton?

go to team staff
Go to supt.
Targe group
Nothing

Other

No answer

Generally resolved/attempted
Sometimes resolved/attempted
S8eldom resolved/attempted
Other

No answer

complaints, such as the G.P.,

Unqualified yes
Qualified yes
Qualified no
Unqualified ho
Other

bon't know

No answer

8: Do you know if the special grievance procedure for this hall has been

spefled out and given to staff?

b
2.
3.
'4.
5:

Yes

No

pon't know
Other

No answer

SO Npr—

Bl T N o N R A L TR VT
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9: How adequate has been your training in the use of the §,P.7

(speczczpqxuu

civicaiiy note extent of formal training - brief or orientation or
training session of two hours for example.)

AL S o

Adequabe - happy

Less than adeguate ~ unhappy
No training :
Other

No answer

10: Do you have any suggestions as to how this training could be improved?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

A S

No suggestions

More "how to" ~ role playing, eta.
More background/rationale

More extensive training

Other

No answer

11: What opportunity has been given staff to discuss and review the G.P.

since its implementation?

(Note frequency and types of staff reviews of G.P., 'e.g., discussion at
staff meetings, refresher training, explanations, etc.)

None

Very little
Some

Much

Other

No answer

. ,",“%
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& 12: Consider the following definitions of grievances upon which wards could file - 126 -
° a formal complaint, Which do youy feel would best suit the needs of the G,P.?2 || 13B;: What appears to be the motivation underlying this feeling?
: A, Any major or significant complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have } :
against another person or persons; or complaint that a ward may have about | 1 ds sbit
the application of any written or unwritten policy in that he feels he has | 2. ﬁﬁdz :aiil {;isuﬁg ; peting S see.
; been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied in an inconsistent!] 5 Use uuzmvzz Z 51;°°1°“5 of staff.
' coercive, or discriminatory manner. Excluded would be relatively minor or i; Gives zards € ef l?i‘ ehat
5 petty complaints in categories to be defined by a staff-ward committee. 5' Changing1ﬂuiazse 1§§sit:v‘
i3 : . - e.
€ s e . . . ; . 6. .
L B. Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have against M 7 :thS
. another person or persons, or complaint that a ward may have about the : : swer.
i application of any written policy or unwritten policy in that he feels
: he has been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied in an ‘| 14: Using the grievance procedure, do you think most wards would feel
l ; Inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner, P comfortable filing:
it C. As in B except procedure would be open to both wards and staff, ;
‘ ' D. Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have resulting ' ; MSZZZ zx:: zg z:i::::‘;:

in a deprivation from a_right normally extended to wards in the program,

< T s T N . . o 3. Few types of gr .
Exciuded would be complaints resulting from deprivation from privileges, P grisvances

i, No grievances.

E., Other, specify, : i

§f i5A: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would generally
* feel comfortable in filing?

1. Poliecy/Procedurs
2. Application P/P
3. Program

4, Points/Beh Mod
5. Against staff

E » 6. Against wards

i ‘i 7' Any
) 8. Other
i ) 9. No answer

13A: How would you rate the general reaction of the wards to the new G.P, on a
continuum of 1-10 from - Enthusiastic acceptarce to Skeptical rejection,
Please explain,

158: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would not feel

e o s S s i

Enthusiastic Skeptical comfortable in filing?
Acceptance Neutral . Rejection
| u |
v 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 1. B
- 2. staff
3. WVards

i 4, "Fair" policy/decision
5. Policy/Procedure

6. Other
T. None
8. amy

-

13 9, No ansver
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L

16A: How do most staff on your hall generally feel “toward the wards filing 1 19: Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on your hal} have

ievances?
grievance - been getting along since the start of the G.P.?

Yes No

- 1. __ Jfccept 1it,
S . 2. ____MAccept 1it, with some doubts.

P Are susplcious, some resentment,

' i, pon't want anything to do with it,

e’

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications),

o i} 1. Yes - positive
L 2. Yes - neutral

3. Yes - negative

k., wo

5. Too early to tell

6. Other

7

. No answer

? , 16B: Does this feeling vary with staff position - TTS, SW, YC for example? %

1. No
L , 2. Yes ~ Y.C. most affected
‘ 3. Yes = Admin, most affected
B, Yes ~ related to individual
5. Yes = other

)

} 20: Have there been any changes in how well groups of wards on your hall have
6. Other . z

i

i

been gettung along since the start of the G,P.?

7. DNo enswer if yes, explain (probe for objective indications).

17: How would you categorize the types of grievances filed thus far? 1. 7Yes - positive
2. Yes - neutral
3. © Yen - negative
1, ____Substantive - deal with important issues. b k. No
2, ____For the most part deal with important issues, have merﬁ 5. Too early to tell
3. ____ Some are important and have merit, others not. L 6. Other
I, ___ Most have only marginal merit. 7 7. No answer
5. ___  For the most part frivolous - a waste of time to proceu{
&

21: Vhat, if any, prob]ems‘have been solved through the implementation of the

18: If a ward filed a grievance today, do you think it would eventually be G.P.?

worked out or settled fairly and satisfactorily -

Changes related to grievances filed.

For the Ward? : L. -
b 2, Clarified/improved existing policy,
% 3. Helped "shape up" starff. :
; k, New treatment appfoach.
i ‘5. . Other ‘
For staff? t 6. None
7. No answer

For administration?

5,
3
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22: What, if any, problems have been created through the implementation of the

G.P.?

1. Ward/staff related.

2, Time demands

3, Administrative/line gap.
4, Other

5. None

6. No response.

23: About how much of your time in any given week is involved with the G,P.?
(Be specific - approximate hours per week.)

2LA:  In summary, based on your past few months experience with the grievance
procedure on your hall, how would you evaluate its usefulness?

1. ____Generally a useful system to resolve grilevances.

2. ____A fair system that needs some improvement.

3. ____A poor system that needs losts of improvement.

4, ____A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by .
something else.

24B: (1f not already clear from past statements) What makes you say that?

TSI

e e o o, e R A S N N N i

e A £ A b b g N Rt g e 53 R i 5

i i s g o

By A R e
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1-
2.
3.
“‘a
5.
6.
7-
8-

¢ How do you think the system could be improved,

Time relief

Better communication
Training - ward/starf
Modify procedure
Other

Don!t know

No change

No answer
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REVISED POST - STAFF INTERVIEW

NAME

POSITION

HALL

LENGTH OF TIME WITH YA

LENGTH OF TIME ON HALL

Name of interviewer

Date
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-

IA: What is the most universal or frequent complaint wards have had here at
Karl Holton in the last three months.

1. Policy/Procedures
2. Application of P/P
3. Points/Beh Mod

4, Staff related

5. Ward related

6. Other

7. No answer

1B: What are some other common complaints wards have?

2: Dovyod think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the G.P.,
was necessary at Karl Holton?

Yes

Qualified Yes
No
Qualirfied WNo
Other

No answer

. .

G\ o oo

3: After using the G.P, for some time, how adequate was your training in its use?

1. Adequate
2. Inadequate
3. 'Other

L, No answer
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,? L: Do you have any suggestions as to how this training could have been improved?

E. Othér, specify,

i 1. None

- 2. More "how to," ete.
More background
More extensive ;
Other

. No answer

AW F W

- . 7JA: How would you rate the general reaction of the wards to the G.P, on a
i } continuum of 1-10 from - Enthusiastic acceptance to Skeptical rejection,
; / Please explain,

h'{v 5: What opportunity have been given staff to discuss and review the G.P. since ?
b

= its implementation? Enthusiastic i
o (Note frequency and types of staff reviews of G.P., e.g., discussion at i Acceptance Neutral :E?zgé?zl
j staff meetings, refresher training, explanations, etc.) I ' J
£ ‘ , i | .
R 1 2 3 b 5 & 7 8 9 10
l. None :
2. Very little 5
g 3. Some s 78: Has this reactlon changed over the time from implements to now?
4 v u- Other sl E

5. No answer

%1 7C:  If yes, in what way?

6: Consider the following definitions of grievances upon which wards could !
file a formal complaint, Which do you feel would best suit the needs of the
G.P.? i 7D: What appears to be the motivation underlying this feeling?

A, Any major or significant complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may
have against another person or persons; or complaint that a ward may
have about the application of any written or unwritten policy in that ,
he feels he has been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied
in an inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner. Excluded would
be relatively minor or petty complaints in categories to be defined by a M. Gives wards a say
staff-ward committee. 1 g g:;eim"’:oi:t;’”ks

: ) o - 8 ve

7. Obher - negative
8. Other
9. No answer

1. Testing - waiting to see.
2. Wards suspicious of staff,
3. Use is improving feeling.

eI

B. Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have against
another person or persons, or complaint that a ward may have about the
application of any written policy or unwritten policy in that he fzels i3
he has been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied in an ‘
inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner. i

C. As in B except procedure would be open to both wards and staff. 4 §: Using the grievance procedure, do you think most wards would feel

D. Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have resulting comfortable filing: '
in a deprivation from a right normally extended to wards in the progtiam.
Excluded would be complaints resulting from deprivation from privileges. 1._____Most types of grievances.

2.____8ome types of grievances.

J.__. Few types of grievances.

Y

«____No grievances.
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9A: KWill you give me some examples of grievances most wards would generally feel
comfortable in filing? .

»

Policy/Procedures
Application of P/P
Program

Points

Against staff
Wards

Any

Other

No answer

.
\nm\IO\\_n-F'uMH

9B: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would not feel
comfortable in filing?

1. YAB
2. 8tarr
3. Ward

4, vrFair policy/procedure
5. Policy/procedure

6. Other
T. None
8. any

9. No answer

JOA: How do most staff on your hall generally feel toward the wards filing
grievances?

1. Accept 1it.

2. Accept 1it, with some doubts. g
3. are susplcious, some resentment.i:
- i,

10B: Has this feeling changed over time?

1. ©No change

2. Change - positive
3. Change negative
4, (Change - neutral
5. Other

6. Yo answver

10C: If yes, how

pon't want anything to do with ik

g3
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10D: Does sthis feeling vary with different staff?

-

1. No

2. Yes -~ YC most affected

3. Yes -~ Admin. most affected
4, Yes - related to individual
5. Yes -~ other

6. Other

7. No answer

11A: How would you categorize the types of grievances filed thus far?

1

1, ____ Substantive - deal with important issues.

Z. ___TFor the most part deal with important issues, have merit,
3. _____S8ome are important and have merit, others not.

4, ____Most have only marginal merit.

5. For the most part frivelous - a waste of time to process.
6. ____Other «
7. No answer

11B: Have you noticed any change in the types of grievance filed on the last
four months? (Explain) .

1. Yes
2. No
3. No answer

12: If @ ward filed a grievance today, do you think it would eventually be
worked out or resolved satisfactoritiy =

For the Ward?
Yes for ward

No for ward
Yes for staff
No for starff
Yes for admin,
No for admin.
Yes for all
Other

No answer

For staff?

W@\IO\?‘F\;&NH

-
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For administration?

13: Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on your hall have
been getting along since the start of the G.P,?

Yes No

if yes, explain (probe for objective indications).

1. Yes - positive
2. Yes -~ neutral
3. Yes - negative '

L, No
5. Don't know
6. Other

7. No answer

1h: Have there been any changes in how well groups of wards on your hall have
been getting along since the start of the G.P.?

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications).

1. Yes -~ positive
2, Yes - n-utral
3. Yes - negative

4, No
5, Don't know
6. Other

T. No answer
Y

15: What, if any, problems have been solved through the implementation of the
G

1. <Changes related to grievance filed.
2. Clarified/Imp. existing policy.

3. Helped "shape-up" starr.
4. New treatment approach.
5., Other

6. None

7. No answer

- ]38 -

16: What, Ff.any, problems have been created through the implementation of the
G.P.?7 ‘ A

.

1., Vard/Staff related
2. Time demands
* 3. Admin/line staff gap

L, Other ‘ |
5. None |
6. No answer

17: About how much of your time in any given week is involved with the G,P.?
(Be specific - approximate hours per week.,)

1. One hour or less

2. Two ~ three hours

3. Four -~ five hours

4, 8ix - seven hours :
5. Elght or more }
6. Other =
7. No answer

18A: In summary, based on your past few months experience with the grievance
procedure on your hall, how would you evaluate its usefulness?

1. ____Generally a useful system to resolve grievances.

2. ____A fair system that needs some improvement.

3. ____A poor system that needs lots of improvement.

4, A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by
something else.

3

18B: (If not already clear from past statements) What makes you say that?
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How do you think the system could be improved. -«

1.
2.
3.
L,
5.
A 6.
7;
8.

Time relief

Better communication
Training - ward/staff
Modify procedures
Other’

Don't know

No change

No answer

NON-HALL STAFF INTERVIEW

NAME

POSITION

LENGTH OF TIME WITH YA

LENGTH OF TIME AT KARL HOLTON

Name of Interviewer

Date
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- : 1. Now would you think about how the program herc as a whole is affecting the
wards, Would you say it's helping:

1. ____ Most of them.
& 2, Some of them.
b ] 3. Few of them.

' 4, ____ None of them.

. ] 2. What parts of the program seem to help wards the most?

. Academic

: 2. Counseling/Counselor
g 3. Beh/Mod Program
3 L., Recreation

b 5. None

6. Other

7. No answer

3. How do you feel about the point system used here?

1. ___ Generally a good system.

! 2. ____A fair system that needs some improvement.

! . 3. ____A poor system that needs lots of improvement.
4, A bad system which should be replaced.

Why do you feel that way?

I 1. TIdea good, difficult to impl.
| 2. System open to manipulation.

3, Provides objective evaluation.

4, wards know where they stood.

5.. Insufficient training/understanding
6. Procedural

7. Other

8. No answer

e
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4. Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the G.P,,
was necessary at Karl Holton?

Unqualified