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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 ~he 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 the ~ajor 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 filed 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. 

__ ~====~=-__ ~ __ ~== ______ ~ .. ~J __________ ~ _________ ~ __________________________________ ~ ________________________________ _ 
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Approximately half of the grievances filed dealt with policy issues. The ma-

jority of the remafning grievances dealt with individual concerns such as a1-

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

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

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

I RESULTS 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 regarQing 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 cleve10red for this purpose. This is evinced in such areas as wards 

fil ing on a wide variety of topics and participating in formal hearings. For 

the n~st 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 informal means. 

" 
I 
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Of the total grievance reso1~\ion5, approximately half of the grievants ex-
\ 

pressed satisfaction with the d\~tcome. 

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

associated with perceptions of gr~~ter tension on the living units. However, 

it is also ~ssociated with an incre~se 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. 
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I NT ROD U C T ION' 

This report presents information gathered during the first year1s operation of 

the Ward Grievance Procedure Project at Karl Holton School . 

. Guidelines and principles for the Grievance Procedure were estab~ished by a Youth 

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

Washington, D.C. Th~ 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 developed jointly by wards and staff on each of Holton1s 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 halls 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 r~solutions are at-

tained through impartial hearings and reviews. As finally formalized, grievances 

<are channeled through three levels of hearings or reviews. The first level in-

volves a committee of wards and staff; the second level review includes 'at least 

one Youth Authority Administrator I (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 arbitrator from the American Arbitration Association. De-

clslons of this latter board are advisory only. 

J 
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An Interim Report was issued in May, 1974, detailing results of the evaluation of 

the first phase of the project involvrng two experimental halls and two compari-

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

halls at Karl Holton through the end of June, 1974. 

I -
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OBJECTIVES· 

The evaluation plan addresses Itself to five objectives which center around the 

workability and effectiveness of the Grievance Procedure, as well as Its possi-

ble impact upon the social climate and related factors in the participating liv-

1ng units. The plans for the evaluation of the pilot 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 asse8S the extent to which wa!'d8 a!'e familia!' with the G!'ievance 

2. To a8Be88 whethei the G!'ievance P!'ocedu!'e enabl-es wa!'ds to exp!'es$ 

substantive compl-aint8 mo!'e adequatel-y than was (o!' is) p088ibl-e 

o the'r'luise. 

3. To assess tbe deg!'ee to which grievances are p!'ocessed in a workabl-e 

manner and in accord with the principl-es and procedures devel-oped 

for thi8 purpose. 

4. To assess the deg!'ee to which gPievances a!'e resoZved in satisfacto!'y 

ways, as judged by grievants, wa!'ds, and staff. 

5. To assess the possible impact of the Grievance Procedure upon the so-

ciaZ climate and related factors within the project Ziving unit. Of 

pa!'ticula!' inte!'e8t a!'e any significant changes in: (a) acting-out 

behavio!'s among Wa!'d8; (b) wa!'d and staff reZations; and (c) wa!'d !'e-

actions to ruZe8, reguZations, and poZi~y. 

In addition to data concerning these objectives, findings are presented on the 

number, types, and related aspects of grievances filed, as well as on staff re-

actions to the Grievance Procedure. 
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STUDY METHOD 

The study method included several approaches for data collection. First, a 

pre-post design involving repeated measures for panels of wards from four units 

using the pr0cedure was utili~ed. Both written questionnaires and structured 

interviews administered by research personnel were 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 ha 11 and aga i n two mP'1Jhs 'j at(~r. The earli est of these I nter­

views were conducted in September, 1973. Th f' 1 e Ina interviews on the last two 

halls were done in Apr',l, 1974. A ttl f 41 d o a 0 war s 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 g"ven structured interviews 

at two points in time.* St ff a were interviewed approximately one month after 

'~Staff from the first two halls (Sonora and Tejon) were interviewed on a 
post basis only. 

I 
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introduction on t~eir hall and again two months later. The first interviews 

were conducted in November; the last 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. 

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. In 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 fil ing 

date. 

Finally, to better ascertain the extent to which wards were knowledgeable about 

the Procedure, a written questionnaire on a one-time basis was administered to 

al.l 242 wards in attendance at school at Karl Holton on June 28, 1974. Exclud-

~d 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 . . . . . · 134 
Non-User Interviews · • · · 74 
Treatment Team staff Interviews • · 27 pre" 34 post 
Teaohers Interviews . . . . · . · · 10" one time only 

Seouri ty Staff Interv'iews 7" one time only 
Ward Knowledge Questionnaire · 242" one time only 
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FINDINGS 

GRIEVANCE STA.TISTICS 

The Ward Grievance Procedure was initiated at Karl Holton in September, 1973. 

With experience gained on two living units, it was expanded to include all 

living units by early 1974. During the 11 months of use at Karl Holton, 279 

grievances were filed. The rate at which the wards on the different halls 

filed grievances ranged from better than six per month (Tioga Hall - 55 griev­

ances 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 

Chart I. 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, 
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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 aach 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 Tioga Carson Donner Ehbetts Yuba Mono 

Subject N-279 Nm 21 N-33 N-55 N-38 N=48 N-39 N·I~ "'-31 

No. % Ho. % No. % No. % No. % Ho. % No. % No. % No. % 

Ihdlvldual ........ 102 36.6 5 23.8 16 48.5 26 47.3 3 7.8 21 43.8 22 56.4 1 7.1 8 25.8 

Policy ............ 131 46.9 13 61.~ 10 30.3 20 36.4 29 76.3 25 52.1 6 15.4 10 71.4 .18 58.1 

Hall .......... (61) (21.9) (4) (19.0) (4) (12.1) (7) (12.7) (22) (57.9) (7) (14.6) (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) (3) (21.4) (10) (32.3 
Oepa r tmen ta I .• (17) (6.1) (3) (14.3) - - (4) (7.3) (3) (7.9) (5) (10.4) - - (1) (7.1) (1) (3.2 

Staff Action •••••• 32 11.5 3 14.3 5 15.2 5 9.1 3 7.9 2 4.2 9 23.1 3 21.4 2 6.4 

Ward .............. 8 2.9 - - 2 6.1 2 ';. S - - - - 2 5.1 - - 2 6.4 

EquIpment ......... 6 2.1 - - - - 2 3.6 3 7.9 - - - - - - 1 3.2 

The breakdown by various halls does indicate some differential filing by these 

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

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. ".", 

J 
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m0re 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 member's 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 Grievance 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 Hall. 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 

.t. 

Total" College 

Subject N=279 N=86 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Individual ............. 102 36.6 24 27.9 

Po 1 icy ••••••••••• III III •••• 131 46.9 54 62.8 

Ha 11 ............... (61) (21.9) (29) (33.7) 
Institution •••• III ••• (53) (19.0) ( 17) (19.8) 
Departmental ....... (17) (6.0 (8) (9.3) 

Staff Action ........... 32 11.5 5 5.8 

Ward ................... 8 2.9 - -
Equipment •••• 0 ••••••••• 6 2.1 3 3.5 

Non-Co 11 ege 
N=193 

Number Percent 

78 40.4 

77 39.9 

(32) (16.6) 
(36) (18.7) 
(9) (4.7) 

27 14.0 

8 4.1 

3 1.6 

C·*X2=13.0, d.f.=2, significant at p<.Ol, College vs. Non-College by 
Individual vs. Policy vs. remaining subjects. 
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Pre-established procedures allow for "joint" grievances to be filed by groups 

of wards reacting to com~!lon 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 

Originator 

Tota I G r i evances F i led ....•.•.••..•.••......•.•.••• 

Grievances Filed by Groups ••••••..•..•....•••.•.... 

Grievances Filed by Individuals ..•.•••...•..•••.•.• 

concerning individual problems ......•.•..•...•. 
concerning group problems .•...•.••......•..•••• 

Number Percent 

279 100.0 

21 7.5 

258 92.5 

(ii 7) (4i .9) 
(141 ) (50.6) 

An analysis was made to determine if there appeared to be any differential 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 

great~r number 9f grievances in proportion to their representation in the total 

population than one would expect. The reverse was true of Blacks. 
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TABLE 4 

ORIGINATOR OF GRIEVANCE BY ETHNIC GROUP 

Number Percent 
Ethn i c Group' 

, 
Percent of Total N=253* Popu I at i on;"* 

Caucasian flo •••• ~ ....... flo flo •••••••••• 165 65.2 49.4 

Mexican-American ................. 21 8.3 11.0 

Black ............................ 60 23.7 35.8 

Other ............................. 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 resulted in a compromise (25%). Only 

26% were flatly denied. There was some variance among dispositions reached for 

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

Halls 

Total Grievances Filed •• 

Sonora .••••••• 
Tejon ••• : ..... 
Tioga ••••••••• 
Carson ........ 
Donner ..•••••• 
Ebbetts ....... 
Yuba .......... 
Mono •••••••••• 

TABLE 5 

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

Total Upheld Compromise Denied 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

279 100.0 120 43.0 70 25.1 7'- 25.8 . 
21 100.0 10 47.6 3 14.3 8 38.1 
33 100.0 13 39.4 8 24.3 8 24.2 
55 100.0 22 40.0 16 29.1 13 23.6 
38 100.0 13 34.2 12 31.6 13 34.2 
48 100.0 24 50.0 13 27.1 8 16.7 
39 100.0 20 51.3 11 28.2 5 12.8 
14 100.0 4 28.6 '3 21.4 4 28.6 
31 100.0 14 45.2 4 12.9 13 41.9 

* Includes grievances filed but not resolved. 

Undetermined>'! 

Number Percent 

17 6.1 

- -
4 12.1 
4 7.3 - -
3 6.2 
3 7.7 
3 21.4 

- -

Wren grievance dispositions are looked at in terms of the ethnic background of 

.the person fi 1 ing the grievance (Table 6), it would appear that the scales 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 

WARD GRIEVANCE DISPOSITION BY ETHNICITY OF GRIEVANT 
September, 1973 - August, 1974 

Total Upheld Compromise Denied 
Ethnic Group 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Grievances Filed .- .... 279 100.0 120 43.0 70 25.1 72 25.8 

Caucasian ........... 165 100.0 72 43.6 48 29.1 34 20.6 
Mexican-American 21 100.0 10 47.6 5 23.8 6 28.6 
Biack •••••••••••• 60 100.0 20 33.3 11 18.4 23 38.3 
Oriental ............. 7 100.0 4 57.1 2 28.5 1 111.3 
Other*'" .................... 26 100.0 14 53.8 4 15.4 8 30.8 

* Includes those grievances unresolved. 

** Includes group grievances. 

-
Undetermined; 

Number Percent 

17 6.1 

11 6.7 
- -
6 10.0 
- -
- -

Dispositions were also looked at in terms of the level of review when reached 

(Table 7). Significant differences were noted. Denials occurred most when 

grievances were reviewed by the Superintendent ~r Director of the Youth Authority 

TABLE 7 

HARD GR I EVANC E D I SPOS IT ION BY FINAL LEVEL OF REV I EW 
September, 1973 - August. 1974 

Level of Review 
Tota I. ,1 Upheld Compromise DenIed 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Grievance FIled ••• 279 100.0 120 43.0 70 25.1 72 25.8 

WI thdrawn ••••• 7 100.0 - - - - - -
I nforma. 1 ....... 63 100.0 29 46.1 21 33·3 6 9.5 
Level I ......... 101 100.0 50 49.5 23 22.8 26 25.7 
Level II ....... 102 100.0 39 38.2 23 22.6 39 38.2 
Level III ..... 6 100.0 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 

UndetermIned ~. 

Number Percent 

17 6.1 

7 100.0 
7 11. 1 
2. 2.0 
1 1.0 

- -

*X2=l7.5. d.f.=8, significant at p<.025. Dispositions by Levels of Review. 

**Includes those grievances unresolved. 
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(Level II). At lower levels, grievances tended to be upheld more often al­

though it might be argued they often dealt with less substantial issues. 

Finally, a check was made to see the degree to which the system was used by 

a large numbe'r of wards as opposed to use by a small group of IIdiscontents". 

Table 8 shows that 163 grievances were filed by separate individuals during 

the first 11 months. Th!Js, assuming an average population of approximately 

400 wards during that time, about 40% of them used the system at least once. 

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

more. 

TABLE 8 

FREQUENCY OF FILING BY INDIVIDUAL GRIEVANTS 
September, 1973 - August. 1974 

Frequency of Filing Number 

Individual grievants .....•.•.•.....•..•.•......•.• 163 

F i 1 ed Once ......•......•...•.• 0 •••••• "." ••••• e _ •• _ 

F i 1 ed Tw ice .. _ •........... 0 ••••• _ •••••••••••••• 

Filed Three or More ........•.•.••..•.•.•.•.... 

114 
24 
25 

Percent 

100.0 

69.9 
14.7 
15.4 

In Summgry, 279 grievances were filed during the fi rst 11 months o.f use. All 

halls showed a pattern of initial higher use followed by a decl ine in the rate 

at which grievances were filed after the first four months. Complaints in-; 

volving problems with peers were not dealt with by the system. Most grlev-

ances (84%) dealt with either policy issues or individual problems. There 

was little use of the Procedure by groups with almost all grievances beinq 

I 

f 

I 
I 
II 
Ii 
'I ! 

r 
t 

r 
i 

i 
1 
i 

I 
-j , 
~ 

1 
I 

I 
I 
! 
! 

I: 

IJ 



I -

- 14 -

filed by individuals. Grievants tended to be White rather than Black. Use 

was relatively widespread - not being limited to a few "discontents". Finally, 

grievances tended to be upheld or result in a compromise rather than being 

denied. 

~ 15 -

Objective 1 - 2'0 assess thE? Gxt:mt tu hih~(]11 'Wards arc famiUar 1.J'ith the 

Grie'vance Procedure 

To evaluate this objective, a special questionnaire was developed and adminis-

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. 

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 effectively 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 wards. 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 Procedur~. The third table displays information regard­

ing 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. 

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. 
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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? 

*Yes "" ........................................ . 
No ......................... , ............... . 
Don I t know ........................................... " .............. .. 
No answer .. It ........................................................... .. 

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

*Ves .................................. 11 ........................................ .. 

No ............................................................................. .. 
Don't know ............................................................. .. 
No answer ............................................................... .. 

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

*Yes ....................... II .......................... ~ ...................... .. 

No ............................................................................. .. 
Don I t know ............ It ............................. " ................ .. 

No answer ................................ It ................ . 

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

Yes ............................................. 
*No oil .................. ~ .............................. . 

Don I t know .................................. . 
No answer ....................................... . 

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

Yes oil ............................................ .. 

-leNa ..................................................... . 
Don I t know .............................................. . 
No answer loll ............................................... . 

N=242 

Number Percent 

194 
15 
31 

2 

182 
23 
35 

2 

154 
28 
57 
3 

75 
92 
70 
5 

132 
42 
67 

1 

80.2 
6.2 

12.8 
0.8 

75.2 
9.5 

14.5 
0.8 

63.6 
11.6 
23.5 
1.3 

31.0 
38.0 
28.9 
2. 1 

54.5 
17.4 
27.7 
0.4 

* Correct answer. Average correct responses for the five items is 54.9%. 

,,,-
&..~~~'~:'·~~'~-""'~~"""~'l"I.:t>·-""''t---'''!l)f-~ _____ ~_ ..... ,_.iI: _______ .:.-_______ ~ 
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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 r~qLlire 

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 respondents. 

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

cernlng 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. Gased on this, it appears 

that wards are only marginally aware of their rights at various points in the 

Grievance Procedure. 
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TABLE 10 

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE: 
RIGHTS OF THE WARD GRIEVING 

Questions 

**A ward and his representative have the right to be pre­
sent at the hall grievance committee meeting: 

*Al\-Jays .. 0 ................................ . 

Sometimes ............................................................ .. 
Never ................................................................. .. 
Don I t know ....................................................... .. 
No answer ............................................................ .. 

If a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance committee 
decides, he can appeal it if: 

Grievance clerk says it's O.K •••••••••••• 
Staff say It's O.K •....••.•••..•••••••••• 

*Ward wants to appeal .••••••••.•••••.••••• 
Both ward and staff say It's O.K ••.•••••• 
Don I t know ................. : .................................. . 
No answer .............................. ' ................... .. 

If a ward hasn't heard from the hall grievance committee 
about his grievance within 5 to 7 days, he has the right 
to: 

Forget tt ....... 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Talk to staff .••••••••••••.••••••••.••••• 
FI Ie new grievance ..... " ............... . 

*Go to the superintendent ••.••.••••••••••• 
Don I t know .. ;' ......................................... . 
No answer ..................................................... . 

If a decls!on by the hall grievance committee or super­
Intendent 15 not carried out, the ward has the right to: 

*Flle a new grievance •••.•••••••••••.••••• 
Forget it .......................................... . 
Talk to your counselor •.••••••••••.•••••• 
Talk to the chaplain ..••..•••.••••••••.•• 
Don S t know ... " ..................................... . 
No answer ................................................... .. 

**If a ward doesn't like the decision made on his griev­
ance by the superintendent, he can: 

Do 'nothing about It ..................... . 
*Appeal to outside arbitrator •..•••.•••••• 
File a .new grlev'ance .................... . 
Don' t know ................................................ . 
No answer ....... ~ .................................. .. 

N=242 

Number Percent 

129 
40 
8 

62 
3 

12 
12 

124 
19 
72 

3 

3 
22 
29 

119 
60 
9 

109 
12 
34 
6 

71 
10 

11 
102 

56 
64 
9 

53.3 
16.5 
3.3 

25.6 
1.3 

5.0 
5.0 

51.2 
7.8 

29.8 
1.2 

1.2 
9.1 

12.0 
49.2 
24.8 
3.7 

45.0 
5.0 

1.4.0 
2.5 

29.3 
4.2 

4.5 
42.2 
23.1 
26.5 
3.7 

*Correct answer. Average correct responses for the five Items Is 48.2%. 
**Questlons rated as the most Important by consultants and Superintendent! 

Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton. 
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Table 11 is comprised of three items displaying responses from wards to questions 

concerning certain time,limits with the Procedure. 

TABLE 11 

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE: 
TIME LIMITS 

Questions 

The hall grieval"ce committee must give a ward an answer 
to his grievance within: 

4 working days 
*5 working days 

6 working days 
*7 working days 

............................................... 

.................................................. 

............................................. 

........................... " .............. . 
Don I t know ................................. III ................. .. 

No answer ........................................................ . 

If a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance committee 
decides and wants to appeal, he must do It within: 

12 hours .... , .................................................... .. 
*48 hours ............................................. " .............. .. 

60 hou rs ................................................... ; .. .. 
72 hours ............................................... . 
Don I t know, ......... ., .............. · .. ••••••••· .. •• 
No answer •...••••••.•..•••••••••••.•••...•• 

If a ward doesn't like something that happened, how long 
after It happens does he have to file a grievance? 

12 hou rs .......................................................... . 
36 hours .................................................. .. 
1,8 hours ............................. ' .......... . 

*72 hou rs ......... " ... " ..... " .............. " ............ . 
Don I t know ............................................... . 
No answer e e' ......... e ....... " .................. Iio. " ...... .. 

Number Percent 

29 
52 
8 

38 
108 

7 

25 
68 

1 
33 

112 
3 

19 
9 

57 
36 

119 
2 

12.0 
21.5 
3.3 

15.7 
44.6 
2.9 

JO.3 
28.1 
0.4 

13.7 
46.3 
1.2 

7.8 
3.7 

23.6 
14.9 
49.2 
0.8 

*Correct answers. Average correct responses for these three Items Is 26.7%. 

Table 11 shows that correct responses to the three questions range from 37.2 per-

cent to 14.9 percent. In compar'i son to the other three areas, it is evi dent that 

wards are least know;edgeable about time 1 imlts. 
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Table 12 consists of four items displaying responses from wards to questions con-

cerning the filing procedure and other procedural matters. 

TABLE 12 

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE: 
FILING PROCEDURE AND OTHER 

Questions 

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

Superintendent .•••...•••••••.••••••.••.••.••.•• 
treatment Team SupervIsor ..•.•••••..••.•••• ~ ••. 
COlLnse 1 or •.•••••• ,. ....................................... . 

*Ward Grievance Clerk ....••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Don I t know ••.••..•••••••••••.•••••••.•••••••••• 
No answer ..••.••.••••.•••••••••••••••••.••••••• 

***Your hall grievance clerk Is: 

**Name ........ o ............................................................... .. 

Don • t know .................................... ~ ..................... . 
No answer ................................. "" ... 0 ......................... .. 

The hall grievance committee which makes·declslons about 
yQur grievance Includes: 

Wards only ........................................................... .. 
Staff on I y .................................... . 

*Both wards and staff .•.••••••••••••.•••••••.••• 
Only outside volunteers ••.•••••.•••.•••..•.•.••• 
Don I t know ............................................................... .. 
No answer ................................................................... .. 

If a ward doesn't like what the hall grievance committee 
decides and wants to appeal, the person who has the power 
to make the next decision is: 

Senior Youth Counselor .••..•••••••••••••••••••• 
Treatment Team Supervisor .•...••••••••••••••••• 

*Superintendent ......•••••.•••.••••••••••.•••••• 
OutsIde Arbitrator •••.•..•.••••••••••••••.••••• 
Don I t know ....... II ...................................................... .. 

No answer ......................................................................... .. 

N==242 

Number Percent 

4 
9 

26 
170 

31 
2 

135 
1'03 

4 

lS 
14 

153 
3 

52 
2 

38 
41. 
66 
17 
73 
4 

1.7 
3.7 

10.7 
70.3 
12.S 
O.S 

55.S 
42.6 
1.6 

7.4 
5.S 

63.2 
1.3 

21. 5 
O.S 

15.7 
18.2 
27.3 
7.0 

30.2 
1.6 

*Correct answer. The average correct responses for the first two Items is 
63%. The average correct responses for the last two Items is 45.2%. 

**Correct answer required ward writing name of grievance clerk. 
***Questlons rated as the most Important by consultants and Superintendent/ 

Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton • 

• 
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The first two items in Table 12 reveal that most wards know what needs to be done 

in order to file a grievance. This is indicated by 70 percent of the wards knowing 

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

Also, approximately 56 percent of the ward queStioned were able to name the griev-

ance clerk on their hall. The other two items in this table show wards to be 

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

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

tion. 

In Summary, it appears that most wards know what needs to be done In order to 

file F.l grievance; however, wards are not adequately informed regarding their 

rights at various decision points in the Procedure and most wards do not know the 

specific time limits regarding filing, appealing or receiving a decision on a 

grievance. 

An additional analysis of selected items on ward knowledge of the Grievance Pro-

cedure shows the number of correct answers is affected by wards' length of time 

at Karl Hol ton School. The 242' respondents were divided into the following three 

groups based on their time at the School: 

1) Two months and less 

2) Three to six months 

3) Seven months and more 

The data in Table 13 shows a general trend of wards' knowledge of the Procedure 

increasing as their length of time at the School increased. This most likely in-

dlcates that wards acquire knowledge of the Procedure informally from peers, 

rather than formal training and points to the need for more initial training for 

wards when they first arrive at the School. 
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TABLE 13 

ITEMS ON WARD KNOWLEDGE OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
BY WARDS 1 LENGTH OF TIME AT KARL HOLTON 

(I n Percent) 

Length of Tima at Karl Holton 

Quest ion'" 

A ward normally first files his 
g r i evance with: 

Superintendent .......•........ 
Treatment Team Supervisor .... . 
Counse lor .................... . 

*~Ward Grievance Clerk ......... . 
Don I t know .......................... . 
No answer .................... . 

Your hall grievance clerk is: 

"C**Name ......................... . 
Don'l t know ......•............. 
No answer .................... . 

A ward and his representative have 
the right to be present at the hall 
grievance committee meeting: 

-Jd:Aiways .of ...................... . 

Somet i mes .......•............. 
Never ....................... flo .......... . 

Don't know .................•.. 
No answer .............. , ..... . 

If a ward doesn't like the decision 
made on his grievance by the Super­
intendent, he can: 

Do nothing about it ..........• 
**Appeal to outside arbitrator .. . 

File a new grievance ......... . 
Don I t know ................•... 
No answer .......•..•.... " .... 

Two months 
or more 

N=73 

1.4 
6.8 

17 .8 
46.6 
26.0 

1.4 

35.6 
61;6 
2.8 

46.6 
16.4 

1.4 
34.2 

1.44 

"} 7 
... • I 

24.7 
32.9 
37.0 
2.7 

Three to 
Six months 

N=84 

1.2 
4.8 
9.5 

78.5 
4.8 
1.2 

60.7 
38. 1 

1.2 

53.6 
21.4 

1.2 
21.4 

2.4 

3.6 
48.8 
19.0 
23.8 
4.8 

Seven months 
or more 

N=84 

2.4 
-
6.0 

83.3 
8.3 
-

69.0 
29.8 

1.2 

59.5 
11.9 
7. 1 

21.5 

7.2 
51.2 
19.0 
19.0 
3.6 

*Questlons rated as the most Important by consultants and Superintendent/ 
Assistant Superintendent, Karl Holton. 

**Correct answer. 
***Correct answer required ward writing name of grievance clerk. 
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Objective 2 - Does the Grievance ProceditPe aUow wards to express subs tan-

tive complaints more adequately than was possible otherwise? 

To better determine what methods had existed at Karl Holton for complaint reso-

lution prior to the introduction of the Grievance Procedure, a sample of wards 

from five halls were asked about their complaints and experiences prior to the 

Grievance Procedure in getting them resolved. Staff were also asked similar 

questions. As Table 14 shows, taking the problem directly to staff was by far 

the most popular option utilized by wards. This did not vary from hall to hall. 

It would appear that most wards saw themselves as not using the more formalized 

TABLE 14 

WARD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PRIOR TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

Question 

What did you do with complai~ts 

Went to staff .................... 
Went to another ward ......... 
Went to superintendent ......... 
Went to large group .......... 
Did nothing .................... 
Other .. ....................... 
Had no complaints ........... 

\~hat happened? 

Generally resolved .......... 
Sometimes resolved .............. 
Seldom or never resolved ... 
Other . " ........................ 
No complaint .......................... 

Wards 
N=41 

Number Percent 

24 58.6 
1 . 2.4 

- -
- -
12 29.3 
3 7.3 
1 2.4 

6 14.6 
4 9.8 

22 53.7 
8 19.5 
1 2.4 

Staff 
N=36 * 

Number Percent 

28 77.8 
- -
3 8.3 
3 8.3 

- -
2 5:6 

- -

17 47.2 
12 33.3 
6 16.7 
1 2.8 

- -

~~Asked of staff on pre basis only (27) except on two halls interviewed 
on a post basis only (9). 
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approaches (going to the Superintendent, taking up the problem in Large Group 

counseling sessions) although they were mentioned by staff. It 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 feel ing that resolution had occurred "seldom" 

or "never", In contrast, staff tended to be quite a bit more optimistic. A1-

most half thow~ht 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 large number of wards - approximately 

four out of every ten during the first 11 months. Howp.ver, 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 determin~ 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 now. Doing nothing (15%) or denying 

they had complaints (11%) accounted for most of the resto It is interesting 

. ~ . 
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to note that when these responses qre 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 

Questions 

How do you deal with complaints 

Talk wi th 'staff ............................................. CI .......... .. 

Use grievance procedure ....•.•...•.••.••..•..• 
Talk with other wards ..•••...•........•.•..•.. 
Do n6th i ng ...................................................................... .. 
Other attempted reso 1 uti on ••.•.....••••.•••... 
No significant complaints •..••...•..•.......•. 

More than one response possible. 

N=74 

Number* Percent 

32 
21 
3 

11 
1 
8 

42.1 
27.6 
3.9 

14.5 
1.3 

10.5 

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 no complaint of such a serious nature that they had wanted to file a 

grievance: 47% either said 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'dld not file because they felt it would not do 

any good . 
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TABLE 16 

REASONS FOR NOT USING GRIEVANCES PROCEDURE 

Question 

Why havenlt you used the grievance procedure? 

No complaint serious enough .......•............ 

Prefer to work it out another way ..•..•..•..... 

Fear possible negative consequences .........•.. 

System lacks credibility .................•.••.. 

Othe r . 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• 

* More than one response possible. 

N=74 

Number* Percent 

20 

16 

11 

10 

19 

27.0 

21.6 

14.9 

13.5 

25.7 

Both users and non-users were asked for a generalized appraisal of the useful-

ness of the system in resolving complaints. 

As Table 17 shows, even after having filed a grievance or having watched the Pro' 

cedure in use for four months, there was a reluctance on the part of most wards 

to categorize the process as "generally useful". However, only a very small num-

ber (6%) saw the Procedure as being so "bad" that it should be abolished. Be-

tween the "users" and the "non-users" there is very little if any difference -

certainly not enough to account for one group having filed grievances and the 

other not. 
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TABLE IT 

WARD PERCEPTIONS OF USEFULNESS OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
(USER/NON-USER) 

Total Wards IIUser" "Non:-user" 
Wards \.Jards 

Question N=208 N=134 N=74 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
-

How useful is the gri ev-
ance procedure , 

Useful ............. 49 23.6 29 21.6 20 27.0 
Fairly useful ...... 94 45.2 62 46.3 32 43.2 
Poor system ........ 42 20.2 29 21.6 13 17.6 
Bad system ......... 13 6.2 10 7.5 3 4,.1 
Other .............. 8 3.8 2 1.5 6 8. 1 
No answer .......... 2 1.0 2 1.5 - -. 

However, a separate analysis (Table 18) does show v.ariation between the ratings 

given by the wards from various halls. For example, on Ebbetts Hall, only eight 

wards out of forty (20%) saw t.he system as genera 11 y usefu 1. Fourteen (36%) sa i d 

TABLE 18 

PERCEPTION OF USEFULNESS OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE BY HALL 

Total'" Sonora Tejon TIoga Carson Donner Ebbetts Yuba Hono 
QuestIon N .. 208 »-13 N-20 N-25 N-32 N-34 N-40 N-:ZO N-24 

No. % No. % No. % No. t No. % No. t No. t No. :t No. % 

How useful II the 
Grievance Proce-
dure 

Useful ........ 49 23.6 It 30.8 3 15.0 12 /j8.0 5 15.6 8 23.6 8 20.0 3 15.0 6 25.0 

FaIrly useful. 9/j /j5.2 3 23.1 9 45.0 10 /j0.0 19 59.4 20 ,58.8 17 112.5 4 20.0 12 50.0 

Poor system ... 42 20.2 5 38.1t 5 25.0 1 1t.0 8 25.0 It 11.8 12 30.0 2 10.0 5 20.8 

Bad system .... 13 6.3 1 7.7 1 5.0 - - - - - - 2 5.0 8 /j0.0 - -
Other ••••••••• 8 3.8 - - 1 5.0 2 8.0 - .. 1 2.9 1 2.5 ,3 1.5.0 1 4.2 

No .nswer ••••• 2 1.0 - - 1 5.0 - - - - 1 2.9 - - - - - -
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it was either a poor system needing extensive revision or 50 bad it needed to be 

replaced. Yuba Hall was even worse, 10 out of 20 (50%) taking the latter posi­

tion. By contrast, on Tioga Hall, 22 of 25 (88%) saw the Procedure as either , 
generally or faily useful.* 

Users and non-users were asked a question to find out how comfortable they would 

feel in using the system to register a complaint. Responses are presented in 

Table 19. Based on this, it would appear that users of the system are more like' 

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 

wou 1 d be comfortab I e f iIi n9 on 1 y a IIfew" types of g r i evances. ,h't 

TABLE 19 

COMFORT IN FILING GRIEVANCES 

Users Non-Users 

Question N=134 N"74 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Would you (or wards) feel comfortable 
filing: 

Most types of grievances . . . . . . 68 50.8 23 31. 1 

Some types of grievances . . . . . . 33 24.6 28 37.8 

Few types of grievances • fI ••••• 17 12.7 17 23.0 

No grievances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 7.5 6 8.1 

* 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, grievances were generally dealt with informally. On Yuba, a 
high percentage went to the Superintendent. This is in contrast with Tioga 
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
thingll, only 8% of the non-users agreed they would do the same. 
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Because staff occupy an extremely powerful position in the eyes of most wards, 

it was felt to be important to determine how wards thought staff reacted to fil­

ing of grievances. If they perceived a negative reaction this could be expected 

to drastically reduce the eff~ctiveness of the Procedure as a channel for com-

plaint resolution. Staff Were asked how they thought fellow staff felt about 

ward1s filing grievances. Wards were asked how they thought staff felt. Find­

ings are reported in Table 20. 

TABLE 20 

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

Question 

How do you think staff feel toward wards 
filing grievances? 

Accept T t .... '" . '" '" '" '" . '" '" '" '" '" . '" . '" '" '" . '" '" '" '" '" '" '" 

Accept It wl~h some reservation •••••••• 

Somewhat suspicious of It •••••••••••••• 

Don't want anything to do with It •••••• 

Depends on Individual staff ••.•••••.••• 

Don I t know .. '" .. '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" .. "' ..... '" .... '" ....... '" ........ 

Total 
Staff 

N=51 

Total 
Wards 

N=l07 

Panel 
\~ards 

N =33 

'INon-User l1 

Wards 

N =74 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

15 

21 

13 

29.4 29 

41.2 26 

. 25.5 20 

- 16 

2.0 11 

2.0 5 

27.1 13 

24.3 12 

18.7 4 . 

15.0 3 

10.3 1 

4.7 -

39.4 16 

36.4 14 

12.1 16 

9.1 13 

3.0 10 

5 

21.3 

18.7 

21.3 

17.4 

13.5 

6.8 

By and large, staff perceived themselves as fairly accepting of the idea although 
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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 prOD 

ably felt. This was most .mc:\rkedly apparent when responses from wards not using 

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

five units 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 filec 

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 

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

* Further questioning also revealed that better than two-third~ 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 introductlc 
of a grievance procedure. 

Me It shou 1 d be added that wi th two poss i b 1 e except ions, there was never a 
claim by a ward to hQve 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. 
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again been positive support for the move. 

TABLE 21 

GRIEVANTS PERCEIVED REACTIONS OF STAFF TO FILING PROCESS 

Question 

What was: 

Reaction to complaint before filing 

Supportive •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Neutral ..•.•••••.•• 5~ ••••••••••• 
Negat i ve .............................................. .. 
Undetermined/None ••••••••••••••• 
Other ........................................... ~ ...... .. 
No Answer ............................................ .. 

Reaction· to filing grIevance 

Supportive •••.•.••••••.• s ••••••• 

Neutra 1 ................................................ .. 
Negat i ve ..••.••.•••••••••••••••• 
Undetermined/None ••••••••••••••• 
Other ••...•.....•.....•.......•• 

Number Percent 

41 30.6 
28 20.9 
41 30.6 
21 15.7 

3 2.2 

41 30.6 
36 26.9 
·23 17.2 
29 21.6 
5 3.7 

Finally, wards were asked what could be done to improve the functioning of the 

anew 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 cai1 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 

Quest Ions R=2.48* R"36 R"134 R=78 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

How could the system be improved? 

Various 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-!.!p process 35 14.1 2 I 5.6 24 17.9 9 11.5 ............. 
Bring in new staff ••••••••••• 7 2.8 3 8.3 - - 4 5.1 
No change needed ............. 12 4.8 5 13.9 1 0.8 6 7.7 
Don't know ••••••••••••••••••• 47 19.0 6 16.7 21 15.7 20 25.7 
No answer '" ................. 14 5.6 6 16.7 6 4.5 2 2.6 

* More than one response per respondent 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 willingness 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 table 

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 

, , 
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a ward respondent saying that he feels at ease about expressing complaints. 

However, it is interesting to note that most wards questioned (67.8% on Pre­

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

sometimes. 

TABLE 23 

WARD RESPONSES REGARDING EASE OF EXPRESSING COMPLAINTS 

, 
N=S9 

Questions Pre Post 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Do you feel at ease about expressing 
to most staff: 

comp1alnts 

Always/Often/Sometimes .............. 40 67.8 41 70.7 Not usually/Never ................... 19' 32.2 17 29.3 

How do most staff usually treat wards who com-
plain about rules and conditions? 

LIsten and try to help/mostly Just 
listen ............................. 44 74.6 1f6 79.3 Try not to listen/refuse to listen .. 15 25.4 12 20.7 

. 
Note: Data I n the co I umn headed "Post" dioes not add to N=59 because some wards did 

not respond to some questions. Tclbles 23, 24, 2S omit-two respondents where 
both pre- and post questionnaires were not avaIlable:. 

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 felt staff 

would at least listen to thei~ 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 concerns, 

Featured in Table 24 are pre- and post responses with regard to willingness to 

express complaints. The tab1e consists of a summation scale consisting of four 

component items, and three additional items covering various aspects. 

TABLE 24 

WARD WILLINGNESS TO EXPRESS COMPLAINTS 

Questions 

How much do you think your willingness to ex­
press complaints is Influenced by: 

*Staff reaction (Summation Scale): 

A lot/Some .•.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
None .•.•...••.•.•••..•••.•....•.• '" •• 

Other wards looking down on you for com­
plaining: 

A lot/Some •••••••••••••••.•••••••.•• 
None ••••••.•••.••.••••••••••••.••••• 

Hard for me to speak out to staff: 

A lot/Some ..•.•••••••••••••.•••••.•. 
None ...•..••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 

Playing it quiet and "cool" Is the best 
way to make it: 

A lot/Some ••.••.•••••••••••••••••••• 
None •••••••.••••••••••••••••.••••••• 

Number 

. 134 
102 

32 
27 

23 
36 

48 
11 

Pre 

N=59 

Percent 

56.8 
43.2 

54.2 
45.8 

39.0 
61.0 

81.4 
18.6 

Number 

133 
92 

26 
31 

15 
41 

48 
10 

Post 

Percent 

59.1 
40.9 

45.6 
54.4 

26.8 
73.2 

82.8 
17.2 

Note: Some of the numbers do not add to N=59 because some wards did 
not respond to some questions. 

The scale is a summation of each respondent1s scores on the following 
four !"terns: Iistaff resenting you ll , Ilpos s ible loss of privleges ll 
II . ' not gettl~g a square deal because of complainingll, and Iistaff might 
see complaIners as weak:. Total score for the summations scale is 
236 (N=59 times 4 items). 

L~ L_ 
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The first item, or summation scale, pertains to staff reaction, as reflected by 

ward responses to the following four areas: 

1. Staff resenting you for complaining. 
2. Possible loss of privileges for complain'!.,ng. 
3. Not. getting a square deal because of complaining. 
4. Staff might see comp la'iners as weak. 

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

factors. 

The summation scale shows relatively little change from pre- to'post in wards 

feeling their willingness to express complaints was influenced by staff reac-

tion. Close to 60% felt they were influenced by staff reaction a lot or some; 

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

tiona 

The other three items in this table show numbers and percentages based on re-

spondents (rather than responses) for the sample of wards. The relative pre-

post change for the first item indicates walrds were less influenced by II0ther 

wards looking down on youll after the implementation of the procedure than before. 

This is represented by a 8.6% decrease in thE.\ category of 'IA lot/Somell
• The 

"Hard for me to speak out ll item reveals a positive pre-post change. A greater 

number of wards felt that it was not at all difficult to speak out to staff. 

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

interesting to note that approximately 80% of the respondents felt playing it 

quiet and IIcool ll is the best way to make it. 

Table 24 generally implles- that after implementation of the new Procedure wards 

were less influenced by negative reactions from other ~Nards in regard to ex-

pressing complaints and it was easier for wards to spea~ out to staff. 
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Displayed in Table 25 are ward responses, pre- and post, of factors relating 

to procedural ease and expected consequences of trying to change rules and 

hall conditions. 

TABLE 25 

WARD RESPONSES RELATIVE TO COMPLAIN!NG OR TRYING TO CHANGE RULES 
OR HALL CONDITIONS 

N=59 

Questions Pre Post 

Number Percent Number Percent 
-------------------------------~~~~~~;-----;------

I feel that complplning or trying to ~hange 
rules or hall conditions Is: 

A hassle? 

Yes ........... , ............ t:t ••• " ....... .. 

No ............................. 4t • " .......... . 

Not worth getting staff uptight? 

Yes .......... 400 ........... 'P ••• II ......... .. 

No ....................................... II." ............ . , ' 

Likely to make me a "rtack"~** 

Yes ...................................................... .. 
No .................................................. .. 

Too hard to understand how to do? 

Yes ... II ........................................ . 

No .................................... '" .......... . 

Worth the trouble? 

Yes .......................................... .. 
t40 ...... _ co : e e ~ !t 'It \! = : _ ...................... . 

Something other wards can do If they want 
to: 

Yes ...... .." ..................................... ". 
No 1I .................. ,j .......... 10 ............... .•• 

41 
18 

23 
36 

6 
53 

16 
43 

31* 
28 

38 
21 

69.5 
30.5 

39.0 
61.0 

10.2 
89.8 

27.1 
72.9 

52.5 
47.5 

64.4 
35.6 

40 
18 

20 
37 

3 
53 

10 
45 

41* 
16 

40 
17 

69.0 
31.0 

35.1 
6/~.9 

5.4 
94.6 

18.2 
81.8 

71.9 
28.1 

70.2 
29.8 

Note: Some of the numbers do not add to N=59 because some wards did 
not respond to some questions. 

* Pre-post ~hange i5 significant at .05 level based on two-tailed 
sign test. 

** Undesireable, outcast. 

- 37 -

The following highlights the three items showing qn appreciable pre-post change. 

Two are tn the desired direction, Indicating wards felt it Is easier to under-

stand how to change rules or hall conditions, and it is worth the trouble; the 

latter change Is statistically significant. However, one item is In the nega-

tlve direction, indicating a slight increase In feeling It is something other 

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

to post change mainly In a positive direction. 

In SummarY3 prior to the introduction of the Grievance Procedure, wards and 

staff saw ward complaint resolutions as being attempted primarily through inter-

actions with staff. Wards generally saw complaints as going unresolved although 

staff were somewhat more optimistic. With the introduction of the Ward Griev-

ance Procedure, 69% of those wards interviewed thought the system to be either 

"generally" or "fairly" useful. However, this varied considerably according to 

the wa rd I s ha 11 • 

With the Procedure in use, both interview and questionnaire responses indicate 

that most wards feel at ease in expr~ssing complaints, are less concerned about 

negative reactions from peers for complaining, feel more at ease in approaching 

·staff, and feel they wi 11 at least 1 isten when they do complain. However, users 

of the system when compared to non-users reported they would feel more comfortable 

in filing a wider range of complaints or grievances. 

Among non-users, only a small minority reported they had not used the system be-

cause of either doubt about its efficacy or fear of staff reprisal. However, 

many wards expressed concern over staff's acceptance of wards' use of the system. 

In contrast, staff reported considerably less concern about the Procedure than 
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wards attributed to them. In practice, only 17% of the wards using the system 

reported possible negative reactions from staff. 

- 39 -

Objective 3 - Assess the degree to which grievances are processed in 

accordance with principZes: 

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 op!nions, 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 treated unfairly or 

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

manner .11 

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 what 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. 

To assess whether grievances were being processed in accordance with pre-estab-

1ished 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 decisio~s, movement of complaints through the various levels, use of for­

mal hearings, wards access to hearings, availability of representation for griev-

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

provided, and finally, adherance to time limits. 

As discussed In the section entitled "Grievance Statlstics", 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. 

Of the seven not resolved, six were formally withdrawn by the grievants and one' 

was withdrawn when the grievant was transferred to another institution before 

p hearing could be held. 

In terms of resolution of the grievances at various levels, the table indicates 

that better than half of the grievances resolved were handled at the hall level 

without resort to review by higher authorlties.* Use of an outside arbitrator 

TABLE 26 

HIGHEST LEVEL OF GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION BY HALL 

Level II Level If Total Withdrawn Informal Level I (Super In- (01 rector) Level III; 

Halls 
tendent} 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Total Grievance Filed •••••••••••••• 279 100.0 7 2.5 63 22.6 101 36.2 95 34.1 7 2.5 6 2.1' 

Sonora ,,, ................. 21 100.0 - - 6 28.6 7 33.3 5 . 23.8 3 14.3 - · ' 

Tejon .................... 33 100.0 3 9.1 13. 39.4 9 27.3 8 24.2 - - - · 
TIoga •••••••••••••••••••• 55 100.0 1 1.8 10 18.2 31 56.4 10 18.2 2 3.6 1 t.I 

4 10.5 12 38 10(\.0 - -Carson .. , ................ 31.6 21 55·3 1 2.6 - · • 
Donner ••••••••••••••••••• 48 100.0 1 2.1 9 18.8 8 16.7 27 56.2 - - 3 6.1! 

5.1 ,17 43.6 10 25.6 9 23.1 1 ' 2.6 - .. .' Ebbetts .................. 39 100.0 2 
Yu~a •••••••• ............ 14 100.0 - - ,. 28.6 ,. 28.6 6 42.8 - - - " 

lo{ono ., ••••••••••••••••••• 31 100.0 - - . . 20 64.5 9 29.0 - - :! I 6.1 .. 
i 

* A separate analysis revealed that only rarely was It impossible for the jol 
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 
the grievance to the next level for a decision because agreement could not 
reached. 
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was relatively rare. 

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

resolution occurred.' For example, more often than not, grievances on Carson and 

Donner (the two ~unior College units) were resolyed by the Superintendent rather 

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

ed a tendency to use informal resolution at a rate almost double that of the av­

erage of the other halls. 

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

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

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

have an opportunity to present his case and seek re,solution before a committee 

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

reported having no such hearing. Because of the importance of joint resolution 

in meeting the intent of the Ward Grievance Procedure, several additional ques­

tions were asked of those wards. 

As is seen in Table 27, 7 (10.9%; allegedly requested a hearing but still were 

~ot granted one. When asked why their grievance was handled informally, this 

same group was almost evenly spl it between (1) those who fel t it had been. "large­

ly a staff decision or (2) those who felt it was a decision they themselves had 

made either alone or jointly with staff. 

i. 
I' 
j. 
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TABLE 27 

INFORMAL GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

Question 

Did you ask for a hearing? 

Yes ..•••.•••....•. " ...••...•.•••••• 
No ..• " ... "."." .. ""." 'Ie • " ............... " " 

No Response <II ......... " •••• " .. " ....... " .. " 

Why was there no hearing? 

Staff/Ward Joint Decision ••••.•.•.. 
Primari ly Ward Decision ...•.•....•. 
Primarily Staff Decision .•..•..••.• 
Other .... " ............ "" ..... " ......... " ... ,," 
No Response ........... " .............. " •. 

Number 

7 
53 
4 

19 
5 

21 
15 
4 

N=64 

Percent 

10.9 
82.8 
6.3 

29.7 
7.8 

32.8 
23.4 
6.3 

Pre-establ ished principles mandated that the ward fi 1 ing the grievc:.llce be pres· 

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

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

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

this varied but primarily they seemed to be related to the newness of the Proc· 

dure and the participants inexperience. Interestingly enough, 54% of the wards 

interviewed and having a hearing,reported they did not want a representative bu~ 

preferred to speak for themselves. Only 11% stated they had requested a repre· 
" 

sentatlve and he was not at the hearing. 35% requested and had ~ representatlw 

Where a hearing had been held and the \11,'3rd had participated in it, he was asked 

, 
"':' 

: . 
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to assess the fairness of the proceedings. 'Of 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. 

To ensure speedy resolution of grievances, time limits were set for each level 

of review. While each hall was free to set its own limits for the various lev-

els, the total time allowed was fixed. Generally, a total of ten working days 

was the maximum for review at Levels I and II. As can be seen in Table 28, ad­

herence to the 1 imits 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 wj'thin Hearl ng Exceeded Unable to 
Level limit limit Determine 

Number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent -
level , ................... 192 96 50.0 67 34.9 29 15. t 
level 1/ .................. 106 55 51.9 43 40.5 8 7.5 
level '" ................. 6 ~ - 6 100.0 - ~ 

Despite this, the provision allowing wards to automatically appeal to the next 
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highest level of review if the time limit was exceeded was invoked only occa­

sionally. Of the 21 times this was done, 17 occurred in the Junior College hall!, 

To briefly summarize the mat~rial available relative to the third objective, it, 

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

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. Grievants did participate 

in the formal hearings and for the most part were satisfied with tb~ fairness ~. 

the proceedings. Likewise, written responses were made available. It was only 

in the area of meeting the time limits established for processing the grievances 

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

cision making to exceed the time allowed. 

1 
I . 

II 
l,d 

I 
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Objective 4 Assess the degree to whi(~h ·the grievances were adequately 

resolved as viewed by wards as welZ as by staff 

Toward this end, two approaches were used. First, wards filing grievances were 

questioned as to their satisfaction with the resolution reached. 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 arbitration. Feelings 
l 

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 ~ 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 

Total Informal Level I Resolution 
Question N-134 N=34 N=44 

No. %' No. % No. % 

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

Yes ................ 69 50.4 12 35.3 26 59.1 

No .................. 65 47.4 20 58.8 18 40.9 

'lID, 

-

Level II 

N==59 
No. % 

31 52.5 

27 45.8 

..., .. t.' 
j " 

': ..... 
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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. 

A separa~e analysis was done to determine saLlsfaction expressed when there 

was a f9rma1 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

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 thought to be an acceptable compromise, only 35% of those interviewed were 

satisfied with the outcome.' This compares with formai 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 
Resolution 

Question N=l34 N=34 
Number Percent Number Percent 

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

Yes ......... " ............ 69 50.4 12 35.3 

No ................................. 65 47.4 20 58.8 

Formal 
Resolution 

N=l03 

Numbor Percent 

57 55.3 

45 43.7 

i. - , . , 

Lt 
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The second approach to determining adequacy of grievancEl resolutions was to 

interview both wards and staff about their generalized perceptions. Three 

separate groups were questioned - Treatment Team staff vlorking 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 wor~ed 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/STAFF EXPECTATION OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

:.-
Treatment Team Staff Wards . 

Pre Post Pre Post Question 
I N=27 N=34 N=41 N=33 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Will grievance be worked 
out or settled fairly? 

.. 
Yes .......... ., ................... 19 70.4 24 70.6 25 61.0 69.7 No 23 ........... " .. " .... - - - - 3 7,3 3 9.1 Sometimes ........... 8 29.6 9 26.5 8 19.5 6 18.2 Don't know .. " ....... - - - - 5 12.2 1 3.0 No answer . " . " ...... " - - 1 2.9 - - - -

-......... -IIIiII--------"-_________________ W. ..... 
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, 
The third group of "non-usersll Itlas questioned only after four months of exposure; 

Their responses revealed that as a group they were much more pessimistic about 

what could be expected than were the others. A summary of findings is presented 

Tn Table 32. As can be seen, only a little better than 25% felt that use of the 

Procedure \llou1d result in a complaint being worked out or settled fairly. 

TABLE 32 

NON-USERS EXPECTATION OF FAIR GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION 

Question 

Will a grievance be settle or worked out 
fairly? 

Yes ....................... . 
No ..................•..... 
Some time s .. -...........•... 
Don't know ............... . 

Random Sample 
of 

"Non-users" 
N=74 

Number Percent 

19 
13 
29 
13 

25.6 
17.6 
39.2 
17.6 

Of the 65 wards reporting they were dissatisfied with the results achieved thl~ 

the use of the Grievance Procedure, 21 stated they had filed an appeal in an a~ 

tempt to gain satisfaction. Where no appeal was made despite the voiced dissati 

isfaction, the ward was asked why. Findings are reported in Table 33. The bi~ 

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" was! 

~n often expressed reaction. A second sizeable group did not appeal simply br' 
i 

cause they were not all that dissatisfied. 
r 

This was often the case where a coi 
I 
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 

Question 

Why didn't you appeal? 

No expectation of change .....•••.•...••.... 
Not dissatisfied enough to appeal .•....•... 
Unfamil i ar wi th appea 1 pr...>cess ............ . 
Fear staff reaction ...•.•••.............•.. 
Other .... w • 0 ••••••••••••••• tt ••••••••••• " • " • 

Number 

25 
12 
4 
1 
2 

N=44 
Percent 

56.8 
27.3 

9.1 
2.3 
4.5 

In Swrunary, where an actual gri.evance had been filed and a resolution reached, 

the grievants were almost evenly split in terms of their reaction to the re-

solution. While satisfaction seemed to roughly parallel the extent to which the 

ward was or was not granted that which he requested, 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 



I r 

- 50 -

admitted to just not being all that dissatisfied. 

Wards and staff were also asked about their generalized perceptions of the ade-: 
> 

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

worked out and it was only among those wards Identified 2S "non-users" that ther; 

was considerable doubt as to the efficacy of filing grievances. 

I " 

- 51 -

Ob.iective 5 - To assess the possible impact of the Grievance Procedv.l~e upon 

the social climate and related factors hlith 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;::4l N=33 

Number Percent Number Percent 

More relaxed than tense* •••••••••• e , ••••• 28 68.3 18 54.5 

More tense than relaxed .................. 13 31.7 15 45.5 

* 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 or 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 

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

often during the later time p~riod than before. With staff there was little 

change between the two periods. 

TABLE 35 

WARDS AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF CHANGE IN WARD/STAFF RELATIONS 
SINCE THE INTRODUCTION OF THE WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

Wards Staff 

After 1 After 3 After 1 After 3 
Month Months Month Months 

Change N=41 N=33 N=27 N=34 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

No change ........................... 25 61.0 19 57.6 18 66.7 21 61.8 

Positive change .................. 10 24.4 6 18~2 7 25.9 9 26.5 

Negative change .................. 3 7.3 5 15.2 2 7.4 3 8.8 

Other ...................................... 3 7.3 3 9. 1 0 0.0 1 2.9 

Because of the possibility that the Grievance Procedure cO'!ld cause some changel j 

[ 

in how groups of wards interacted with each other, this question was put to stad 
i, 

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

of those questioned thought there had been no change. Where change was noted, 1 
, 
I 

after one month staff saw it as largely positive in nature. After three months,: 
, 

little can be saId because of the large number of staff not responding to the 

question. 
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TABLE 36 

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

After 1 Month After 3 Months 

Change N=27 N=34 

Number Percent Number Percent 

No change ....................... ' ................................... 21 77.8 27 79.4 

Positive change ......................... to ..................... 5 18.5 2 5.9 
\ 

Negative change ......... 440.0 •••••••••••• 1 3.7 1 2.9 

Other ...................................................................... 0 0.0 1 2.9 

No answer .......................................................... a .. 0 0.0 3 8.8 

A final area of possible impact was tested through interviews when staff were 

asked to report on the most frequent or common complaint they heard from wards. 

Replies reported in Table 37 would indicate the Grievance Procedure did have 

some impact. Seemingly, with a formal procedure, wards become more conscious 

of policy issues or at least raise them more often with staff. The percentage 

of staff reporting this to be the most common complaint doubled. 

TABLE 37 

TREATMENT TEAM STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF MOST FREQUENT WARD COMPLAINT 

After 1 Month After 3 Months 
Complaint N=27 Nc 34 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Poll cy Issues ........................... 4 14.8 11 32.4 
Behavior Modification Issues ............ 8 29.6 6 17.6 
Act Ivl t t es/Prog rams ..................... 7 25.9 6 17.6 
Staff related ........................... 7 25.9 5 14.7 
Other .................................... 1 3.7 G 17.6 
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The following three tables pertain to several areas of hall social climate as 

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

ha~ls. The first table dis.phiys data on ward attitudes toward staff. The 

second table shows ward responses in regard to perceived staff orientation 

toward ·wards. The third table concerns responses from wards to a question 

regarding tensions with the living units. 

Table 38 concerns ward attitudes toward staff Rnd consists of a summation scale' 

followed by the five component items of this scale. 

TABLE 38 

SOCIAL CLIMATE QUESTIONS REGARDING WARD ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF 

Questions 

Summation scale: Ward attitudes towards staff. 

Positive ............................. . 
Neutral ................ •• .. • .. •• .. •••• 
Negative .............................. . 

IIo!ot well do you feel hall staff understand your 
problems and needs? 

Understand usually. or sometimes ...... 
Don't understand. or almost never 

understand ......................... . 

00 you think staff on your hall are "just 
working a shift". or do they really car what 
happens to you? 

Really care ......................... .. 
"Just working shift" ................. . 
Don't know .......................... .. 

How well do you personally like most of the 
staff on your hall? 

Very much, or pretty much .•••••••••••• 
So-so ............................... .. 
Not much. or nnt at all ............. .. 

How many staff on your hall take a personal 
Interest In the' Indlvldua I ward.? 

All. or most of them ................ .. 
About half of them .................. .. 
A few, or none of them .............. .. 

Pre 

No. 

67 
76 

101 

33· 

28 

5 
37 
19 

17 
29 
15 

12 
10 
39 

11-61 

Post 

% No. % 

27.5 72 29.5 
31.1 79 32.4 
41.4 93 38.1 

54.1 36· 59.0 

45.9 25 41.0 

8.2 6 9.9 
60.7 34 55.7 
31.1 21 34.4 

27.9 21 34.4 
47.5 28 45.9 
2/1.6 12 19.7 

19.7 9' 14.7 
16.4 17 27.9 
63.9 35 57.4 

* Pre-post change is significant at .10 level 
based on two-tailed sign test. 
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The summation scale of the five component items shows a positive shift in wards 

attitude toward staff when questioned after four months of using the new proce-

dure. This is evident by an 8% increase in positive responses and an 8% decrease 

in negative responses. This shift is statistically significant. 

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

to post in wards feel ing that hall staff understand their problems and needs. 

Of the wards sampled, almost 60% felt this way after four months ~se of the 

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 

shows a 23.5% increase in wards saying they like staff. This ,~as accompanied 

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

ing how many staff take a personal interest in individual wards reveals a 70% 

increase from pre- to post in the response cate'Jory of "About half of them". 

After four months use of the new procedure, fewer wards respondE~d "all, or most 

of them" or "A few, or none of them". 

Shown in Table 39 are two further aspects of social climate: a) wards percep-

ti.ons of staff orientations toward wards; and b) wards responses concerning 

staff and ward relationships on the hall. 

The first item of Table 39 shows a high proportion of the wards questioned, 

approximately 60%, viewed staff on their hall as "treatment" orientated (based 

on wards saying staff generally see a ward on the hall as a "person who made 

a mistake" and a "person who needs help to straighten out). However; after 

four months use of the new procedure, this decreased slightly by 4.9%. 

, 
.;, 
'j' 

Ii 
1" 

,:,1 
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TABLE 39 

SOCIAL CLIMATE QUESTIONS REGARDING PERCEIVED STAFF 
ORIENTATIONS TOWARD WARDS 

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 •........ 
A person who needs help to 

straighten out ..........•...•..... 
A del inquent ........................ . 
A c rim ina 1 • III •••••••••••••••••• l' ••••• 

A person who needs to be punished ... 

How do you see staff/ward relationships 
on your hall? 

Staff are 
Staff are 
Staff are 
Staff are 

pretty fair with wards .... 
not harsh enough ...•..•... 
pretty unconcerned ....... . 
too harsh ........•......•. 

14 

24 
8 
2 

13 

23 
8 

22 
8 

23.0 

39.3 
13.1 
3.3 

21.3 

37.7 
13.1 
36.1 
13.1 

10 

25 
13 

5 
8 

20 
7 

19 
15 

16.4 

41.0 
21. 3 
8.2 

13.1 

32.8 
11.5 
31.1 
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 categorIes 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 

ha 11. 

i 
I ' 
! ' 
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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 
fee 1 i ng is there on your hall? 

Pretty relaxed, or kind of relaxed . . 45* 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 perceived 

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 

(~ver 60%) felt hall atmosphere was "pretty relaxed, or "kind of re1axed". 

In Summar&~ interview items show some perceived inct'easing 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, 

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 

a pre-post change in the direction of a more negative social climate. Interest! 

ingly enough, it appears after four months use of the Grievance Procedure, wardd 
l 

increased in their positive attitude toward staff; however, they felt staff were[ 

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

i 

i 
I 

I 
l' 
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STAFF REACTION 

To determine staff reaction to the Ward Grievance Procedure, a sampl,e of all 
, ~; 

staff having direct contact with wards at Holton were interviewed. This in-

eluded three main occupational 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 Procedur~ had been in-

traduced on the first two halls. With the exception of the staff from the first 

two halls using the procedure, all 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 par9llels similar data from ward interviews is gener-

ally reported in the preceding sections. Material unique to the staff is con-

tained in this section. 

As a prelude to questioning about 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 
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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 

lise I dom". 

TABLE 41 

COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PRIOR TO GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

Question 

Before Grievance Procedure, what did wards do? 

Went to staff .........•...................•. 
Went to Superintendent ..................... . 
Discussed Large Group ...•....•.......•...... 
Other . '" '" '" '" '" ................................................................ .. 
No answer .................................................. e ......... ' ....... .. 

Were complaints resolved? 

Generally yes ...................•...•....... 
Somet i mes .................................. . 
Se 1 dom '" '" '" .. '" .. '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" .... '" '" '" '" '" .. '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" .. '" '" 
No answer 

Treatment 
Team Staff 

N=36,~ 

Number Percent 

28 
3 
3 
I 
I 

17 
13 
4 
2 

77 .8 
8.3 
8.3 
2.8 
2.8 

47.2 
36. 1 
11. 1 
5.6 

-Ie 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 staff 

were asked to consider the necessity for a formal grievance system at Holton. 

k~ can be seen in Table 42, a ver~ large number (86%) felt that a new way of 

formally dealing with ward complaints was needed. This feeling 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. 

I 
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TABLE 42 

WAS A FORMAL GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE NECESSARY 

• 

lotal Treatment 

Staff Team Teachers Security 
Response Staff 

N=51 N=34 N=10 N=7 

No. % No. % No. % 'No. % 
~ 

Yes 
"' .. "' .. '" "' .. It II> "' .. '" '" "''' '" 

44 86.3 28 82.3 10 100.0 6 85.7 

No 7 13 .. 7 6 17.6 - - 1 14.3 
'" '" '" '" '" .... '" '" '" '" .. '" '" '" '" '" 

Since considerable effort had been made to disseminate information among staff 

abou't the Grievance Procedure and train those directly involved in :ts use, sev·· 

eral questions were asked in this area. 44 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 nof received such written material 

V-Jere from the Security section. 

Since the primary training effort had been with Treatment Team staff, onl~ 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 

adequate. However, this slipped to less than half at the time of the second 

interview. The reason for this decline may be reflected in the an~wer to the 

next question which asked the extent to which there had been "follow-up training". 

Two-thirds of those responding reported very little or no'opportunity fo~ such' 

training. 

',I; 

I' 
11 
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TABLE 43 

TREATMENT TEAM STAFF REACTION TO TRAINING 

Questions 

Ho,,", adequate was your tra I n i ng? 

Adequate ............................. .. 
Inadequate ...........•........ 
Other ................................................ .. 
No answer ............................ 0 .......... .. 

What opportunity has been given for follow­
up training? 

Some 
Very 
None 

little ...•......•.....•.. 

No answer ........................................ .. 

Suggestions for improvement of training. 

More "how to" •.......•........ 
Background ....•.•..•...•.....• 
More extensive ...•.•....•.•... 
Other ...... ~ ........................ " ............. .. 
No suggestions ....•........•.. 

Pre 

N=27 

Post 

N=34 

Number Percent Number Percent 

17 
9 
1 

9 
7 

11 

3 
6 

10 
2 
6 

63.0 
33·3 
3.7 

33.3 
25.9 
40.7 

11. 1 
22.2 
37.0 
7.4 

22.2 

14 
18 

2 

7 
16 
10 

1 

9 
5 

11 
1 
8 

41.2 
52.9 
5.9 

20.6 
47.1 
29.4 
2.9 

26.5 
14.7 
32.4 
2.9 

23.5 

I 
i 

When asked how the training could be improved, three areas were mentioned with I 
cons i derab 1 e frequency. The need fo' more spec if i c "how to" tra i n i n9 was seen I 

I as increasingly important. Also, a fairly large percentage (32%) expressed a ! 
need for simply more training than had been given. I 

f 

I 
1'1 

_i 
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Staff were asked a series of questions designed to give insight into 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 pol icies, and increasing staff "professional ism". 

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 7.~creased 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 areas - greater strains 

on ward/staff relations and an estrangement between line 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 

Grievance 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. 



I -

- 64 - • 

TABLE 44 

STAFF PERCEPTION OF JOB RELATED IMPACT OF GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

Questions 

What problems have been solved thru 
use of Grievance Procedure7* 

Specific ward problems directly 
related to grievance filed •.•. 

Existing policy clarlfied/ 
Improved .•...••.••••..•••••••• 

Staff professionalism improved .. 
Other ............................ . 
None •.••....••••..••••••.•••.••. 
No answer •..•.•••••••••••••.•••• 

What problems have been created 
through the Introduction of the 
Grievance Procedure7* 

Time demands ..••..••••..••• ~ •••• 
Problems rel~ted to ward/staff 

relations ..................... . 
Admin./staff gap •.•••••..••••••• 
Other ............................. . 
None ............... " .•...•.•.••••. 
No answer ....••••••••••••••••••• 

How much of your time each week is 
spent with Grievance Procedure? 

One hour or ·less ••••...•••••••.• 
2-3 hours •••..••.•..•••..••••••• 
4-5 hours ..•..•••.•••.•...•••.•• 
6-7 hours ...................... . 
8 or more .•.....•.••.•.•••.•.••• 
No answer 

.. 
Total 
Staff 

Post Only 

N=S1 

No. % 

15 29.4 

14 27.4 
14 27.4 
9 17.6 
6 11.8 
4 7.8 

21 41.2 

12 23.5 
12 2-3.5 
7 13.7 
8 15.7 
1 2.0 

34 66.7 
12. 23.5 
3 5.9 

1 2.0 
1· 2.0 

Treatment Team 
Staff 

Pre Post 
N=27 N=34 

No. 

6 

7 
3 
6 
8 
1 

10 

6 
2 
4 
7 

9 
14 

2 

2 

% 

22.2 

25.9 
11. 1 
22.2 
29.6 
3.7 

.37.0 

22.2 
7.4 

14.8 
25.9 

33.3 
51.9 
7.4 

7.4 

No. 

10 

12 
13 
3 
5 

12 

8 
9 
5 
7 

18 
11 
3 

% 

29.4 

35.3 
38.2 
8.8 

14.7 

35.3 

23.5 
26.5 
14.7 
20.6 

52.9 
32.6 
8.8 

2.9 
2.9 

Teachers 
Post Only 

N=10 

No. 

3 

2 
1 
3 

2 

5 

2 
I 
1 

9 
1 

% 

30.0 

20.0 
10.0 
30.0 

20.0 

50.0 

20.0 
10.0 
10.0 

10.0 

90·9 
10.0 

-; 

Security 
Post Only i 

No. 

2 

3 
1 
2 

2 
2 
1 
1 

N=7 

% : 

28.6 

I 

42.9: 
14.3!~ 
28.6i 

! 
i 

! 
57.ll 
28.6[ 
28.61 
14.31 
14.3S 

- I 

! 
I 
f 

7 100.0! 
- I 

: 1 
- ! 

*Hore than one category per respondent is possible, therefore responses do not equal total 
num~er of staff Interviewed. 
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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 q~finition of 

what may be grieved. As establ ished, this definition is broad - cb~ering vir-

tual1y all types of complaints that a ward might have, excluding only those 

about which the Youth Authority administration had no direct control. The staff 

were asked in effect to evaluate their satisfaction with this definition or to 

suggest an alternative. As can be seen in Table 45, the greatest number of re-

spondents (45%) would retain the present definition. A somewhat smaller gr~up 

(24%) would like to see the definition broadened to the extent that the system 

would be open to complaints by both wards and staff. 16% of those interviewed 

would have restricted the definition to any II s ignificant ll complaint - thus avoid-

lng dealing with IIpettyll issues. Between occupational groupings, there was little 

dramatic difference. Treatment team staff were the most inclined to go aJong 

with the present definition. Over time, there was little if any change among 

Team staff. 

When asked to evaluate the extent to which grievances dealt with substantive 

issues, many (47%) felt that some grievances dealt with important issues while 

ot~er grievances did not. There was also a number (30%) who felt most complaints 

were only Ilmarginalil in terms of content, but only 4% felt them to be IIfrivilous". 

Among occupational groups, Treatment Team staff tended to doubt the significance 

of the grievances filed to a greater degree than did either the teachers or Se-

curity personnel. 

... 
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 

(71%) felt the new Proced~re to be at least fairly useful asa means of resolving 

. ;1 

II 
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TABLE 45 

STAFF REACTION TO FUNCTIONING OF WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

(i~ 
11 
rt 
I 
I ; 
I 

I 
! 
I 

========================~~====~===============r======~====~-I 
~ 

Questions 

Which definition of a grievance do 
you feel would best suit the needs 
of the Grievance Procedure? 

Any complaint ••••.••.•....•••••.• 
Any complaint of both wards and 

s ta f f ••••••••• -:-:-:-:-••••••••••••• 
Any significant complaint .••••••• 
Other ••••••.•••••.••••••••••••••• 

How would you categorize the type of 
grievances filed thus far? 

For the most part deal with 
Important issues ...••••••••.••• 

Some do - some don't ••.••••••.••• 
Host have only marginal merit .... 
For the most part, frivolous •••.• 
Other •..•.•....•......••...•••••. 

How would you evaluate the overall 
usefulness of the Grievance Procedure? 

Generally useful •••••••.••••••••• 
Fairly useful with some improve-

ment needed .......•.•••.•••••••• 
Poor system needing considerable 

Improvement ..•.•••.•••..••••••• 
Bad system which should be 

dropped .•.•..•••.••.•.••••••••• 
Other .•..••.•.•••.••.•••••..••••. 
No answer 

How could the system b~ Improved?~ 

Modify procedure •..••••.•••.••••• 
Increase training ..•..••.•••••••• 
Provide time relief for staff .••. 
Other change .•.••.•••.••••••.•.•• 
Don't know ....•....•....•••••.•.• 
No change needed .•.•••••••••••••• 
No anSWer ••••••••.•...••••••.•..• 

Total 
Staff 

Post Only 

Treatment T~am 
Staff Teachers 

Post Only 

. i 
Securl ty i 

Post Only 1 
Pre Post f 

N=51 N=27 N=34 N=10 N=7 I 
~~~~--r-~,r---4--~~--~----~---t----r---1 

% No. 

23 45.1 

12 23.5 
8 15.7 
8 15.7 

7 13.7 
24 47.1 
15 29.4 
2 3.9 
2 3.9 

15 29.4 

21 41.2 

6 11.8 

2 3.9 
2 3.9 
5 9.8 

No. % 

15 55.6 

3 11. 1 
3 11. 1 
6 22.2 

6 22.2 
10 37.0 
10 37.0 
1 3.7 

8 29.6 

9 33.3 

1 3.7 

2 7.4 

7 25.9 

26 
16 
5 

17 
1 
4 

51.0 8 
31.4 . 3 

29.6 
11.1 
14.8 
29.6 

9.8 4 
33.3 8 
2.0 2 
7.8 4 
- 1 

7.4 
14.8 
3.7 

No. % No. % 

18 52.9 3 30.0 

6 17.6 3 30.0 
4 11.8 4 40.0 
6 17.6 - -

5 14.7 
14 41.2 
13 38.2 
2 5.9 

11 32.4 

11 32.4 

6 17.6 

1 2.9 
2 5.9 
3 8.8 

19 
9 
4 
9 

4 

55.9 
26.5 
11.8 
26.5 

11.8 

1 
7 

4 

5 

3 
6 

1 
4 

10.0 
70.0 

10.0 
10.0 

40.0 

50.0 

10.0 

30.0 
60.0 
10.0 
40.0 

No. % I 

2 

3 

2 

1 
3 
2 

5 

4 
1 

3 
1 

14.J 
42.91. 28'~r - , 
14.,t' 

I ' 

57.1 
14.J[ 
- I 

42.91' 
14.Ji 

: ) 
I 

* More than one category per respondent Is possible, therefore responses do not equal total 
number of staff ntervlewe~. 

i\ 
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ward complaints. Less than 4% felt 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 
il 

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. Also suggested with considerable frequency was the need for 

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 

group i ngs and appear as "other changes". 

In summary~ there was almost universal agreement among staff surveyed that a for-

mal means of dealing with ward complaints was needed at Karl Holton. When ques-

tioned about the efficacy of the old system, there was a~ even split between 

those feeling that complaints had generally been resolved and those feeling 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 lIadequate". 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 
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..,'ere two positive areas often mentioned. While time pressures were mentioned 

r~;!' 

r'( 
I :~ 
r ! 

I 
i most often as a problem area, the anIDunt of time expended by staff appeared to I 

be decl ining with months of ·uSe. l 
I 

t 
In evaluating the functioning of the system, there appeared to be little discon-I 

tent. Most felt it to be at least fairly useful in resolving complnints and 

were sutisfied with the definition of a grievable matter as currently used. 

ever, almost all felt there was room for improvement and had suggestions to 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

edgeable to make use of the system and are Informed of their rights under it. 

Testing indicated that wards were generally knowledgeable about gaining access 

to the system - how to file a grievance - but were less aware of the protections 

offered while a grievance was being processed. fn additfon, the degree of a 

ward's knowledge was influenced 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 formal ized 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 e):tensive formalized training and also had 

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

Objeative 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 

maj'or question is whether or not this is any more effective in dealing with com­

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-

terns. 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. 

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, ?atisfactlon with the Procedure varied considerably from hall-to-
, 

hall. Where working well, the system was seen as highly satisfactory. In oth-

er instances, the rating was substantially lower Indicating there is nothing 
f 

magic about the Grievance Procedure itself. 

I 
Other factors also seemed to be operating which could keep the system from bei~1 

freely utilized by all wards. Although questionnaire responses did i nd i cate rel,l 

ative comfort in speaking up to staff, many wards still question the adviseabil­

ity of "rocking the boat". While this may be a "stock" answer to a "stock" ques'! 

tion, fully 80% of the wards questioned felt that "playing it cooll! was the best i 

way to make it. This reflects a commonly accepted group norm of showing at leal 

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

it is not suprising that to a considerable degree wards expressed concern over I 
staff's possible non-acceptance of their use of the system. Although in practia

l
. 

there appeared to be little perceived negative reaction from staff when grievam 

were fi led most remained unconvinced that staff are fully accepting of a wardsl 
' l 

right to file a grievance. One result was that particularly among non-users the! 

J 
was a strong tendency to limit the problems about which a grievance cO"ld comforr 

tab 1 y be f i led. 

It should also be noted the whole area of wards complaints about actions or prcl 

lerns 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. 

Objeotive Three - To what extent did the procedure function at Karl Holton in 

·accordance with the pre-establlshec.l 1" .ffclples and procedures? A second ques-

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

I 
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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 seri~us 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-compl iance, To a great degree 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 limit 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 

cooperative 1'{ 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. 

Objeotive 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-

" ! 
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faction with the resolution reached and those who were not satisfied. In gen­

eral, satisfaction was related to the disposition. That is, if the grievant's 

request was granted he was saiisfied with the reso~otion. If .he was not given 
I 

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

to be important. Satisfaction was higher where the grievance was resolved at I 
I 

the formal hearing on the ward's hall. Satisfaction decreased when the matter f 

had to be resolved at the Superintendent's level or where the matter was dealt I 
with informally. When formal versus informal resolutions were compared i.n termsf 

of expressed satisfaction for the grievant, there was considerable indication 

that a formalized approach is to be favored. 

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

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

This attitude appears to be morel was no expectation that it would do any good. 

1 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 Proce~ure had on social climat~ and related factors within the I 
living units at Karl Holton. While difficult to determine with great certain- I 
ty because of the variety of intervening variables operating at the institutiool 

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

impact in some areas. However, in other areas, there appeared to be no appre-
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. 
Very early, 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 possib~e 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. Furth~rmore, 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 climdte as more tense after 

three months of use of the Procedure than before. One possibil ity 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 ward? 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. 

In light of this, it would appear that administrators should be aware of th.is 

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 

wi th common concerns. 

ciable impact. When Interviewed, staff did note some additional impact for them in several 

1,! 

... 
: ! 
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areas. On the negative side, the Procedure was ~een as time consumin9 and 

another burden on an alre~dy overburdened staff. On the positive side, many 
, 

thought the Procedure had clarified or changed existing policies for the bet-

ter and, at least in the eyes of some, had increased staff professional ism as 

they did their jobs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1) Trai;zing of'1.Va1:'ds and staff be increased - both for ne\" arrival sand 

through periodic maintenance. Both wards and staff saw .. IJiS as a need 

and testing of wards affirmed the correctness of the observatio.n. Par­

ticular attention should be paid to informing wafds of-their rights 

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

2) ?Very effort be made to eZicit active support of the Grievance Proce­

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

Since wards are concerned about staffls 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 internaZ monitorina system be estabZished to ensure com­

pI lance 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. 

4) The use of informaZ resoZuUon be subjected to increased monitoring 

and controZ. To a large extent controls have been tightened in the 

last few months subsequent to the collection of data reflected in 

t 
I 

I " 
1 
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this report. Findings in follow"'up studies will hopefully reflect the change. 

While the Grievance System is lito supplement, not replace, existing informal 

channels of r~solving grievances" 1 , the informal system appears to be substan-

tially less able to yield satisfactory resolutions than does the formal system. 

lTraining BuUAtin - WaI'd Grievance P!'ocedure 3 Ka rl Ho 1 ton Schoo I , 
August 9, 1974. -
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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 fi'le 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 Autnority, are within the grievance procedure. Complaints 
about actions or policies of the Youth Authority Board are within 
the griev(nce 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. 

2. 

., .. . 

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

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

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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4. At some level a full hearing must be conducted, and all "I 
parties to the grievance must be given an opportunity to 
be present and to participate in said hearing. 

5. 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 i 
be ,entitled to attend and partic"ipate in any informal con- Ii ': 

ferences, hearings or reviews in which the ward partici-
pates. 

6. Reasonably brief time limits shall be established for the 
receipt of said responses and for any action which must 
be taken to put a response into effect. All 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. 

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

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

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

10. There shall be monitoring and evaluation of all procedures, 
their operation and their decisions. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON WARD GRIEVANCE PROCEOUJ:£ 

Your Name --------
Hall 

Date 

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

How long have you been at Karl Holton? months. ----

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 a8 part of a report 
on how the Procedure is working. 

Your answers to this questionnaire will not affect your program at I~rl 
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 bottdm of 
this sheet and we will let you know. 

we appreciate your help and cooperation in this project. 

o Check here if you want to 
find out how you did. 
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1) Can a ward file a grievance concerning Q hall rule? (check one) 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Don t t know 

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

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Don I t know 

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

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Don't know 

4) Can a ward file a grievance against a DDl:~ decision to take away a day 
pass? (check one) 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 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 reBtr~ct mail to one 
letter a week? (check one) 

l. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. D Donlt know 

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

1. 0 Superintendent 
2. 0 Treatment Team Supervisor 
3. D Counselor 
4. 0 Ward Clerk 
5. 0 Don't know 

7) How much time does .a ward heve to file a grievance lafter the incident 
happens? (check one) 

1. 0 12 hrs. 
2. 0 36 hrs. 
3. D 48 hrs. 
4. 0 72 hrs. 
5. 0 Don't know 

...... 

/ 

.;.~ 
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1) Can a ward file a grievance concerning a hall rule? (check one) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

1. 0 Yes 
2.. 0 No 
3. 0 Don't know 

Can a ward file a grievance against decisions made by the Youth 
Autho'rity Board? (check one) 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Don I t know 

Can a ward fl1e a grievance because he did not get full credit for 
points earned? (check one) 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. 0 Don t t knO"l 

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

l. 
2. 
3. 

O'les 
o No o 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 week? (check one) 

6) 

7) 

1. 0 Yes 
2. 0 No 
3. D Don't know 

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

1. 0 Superln tendent. 
2. 0 Treatment Team Supervisor 
3. D Counselor 
4. 0 Ward Clerk 
5. 0 Don It know 

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

1. 0 12 hrs. 
2. 0 36 hrs. 
3. D 48 hra. 
4. ~ 72 hra. 
5. 0 Don I t know 

8) The hall "review" committee which first hears your grie .... ance includes: 
(check one) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

1. 0 Wards only 
2. 0 Staff only 
3, 0 Both wards and staff 
4. [] Only outSide volunteers 
S. 0 Don't know 

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

1. 0 Always 
2. 0 Sometimes 
3. 0 Never 
4. 0 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) 

1. 0 Grievance clerk says :i.t's O.K. to appeal 
2. [] Staff say it's O.K. to appeal 
3. 0 Ward wants to appeal 
4. [] Both ward and staff say it's O.K. to appeal 
S. 0 Don't know 

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

1. 0 12 hra. 
Z. 0 48 hra. 
3. D 60 hI'S. 
4. 0 72 hI'S. 
S. 0 Don't know 

12) If a ward appeals a decision by the hall "review" committee, the 

13) 

decision at the next level will be made by: (cheek one) 

1. 0 Senior Youth Counselor 
2. 0 Treatment Team Supervisor 
3. 0 Superintendent 
4. [J Outside Arbitrator 
S. 0 Don I t know 

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) 

1. 
Z. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

o 
o 
B 
o 

Forget it 
Talk to staff 
File new grievance 
Automatically appeal 
Don't know 

to the next highest level 

\' 
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1. When Y01.1 have a hee f a.bout samet·hine: here on the hall, who wrm1.rt 
you eo to first for advice? (check only one) 

Youth counselor 
-Social l'l"Orker 
---TreRtment Team Supp.rvisor 
--TeFlcher 
-Another ward 
-No one 

2. How Nell do you feel that your hall staff understanrt your prnbJp.mr; 
and neens? (check only one) 

They usually understand. 
-They sometimes ttnderstand 
-rehey d.on t t usually understand 

The y alma st never understand 

3. Do yon think that fltaff on your hall are just "working a flhiftll or 
do you think they really care what happens to you? (check only one) 

They really care 
--They're just "working a shift" 
: Don it know . 

4. Hm.J many times in the last two ~'If~eks have you talked to a counse;OT' 
on your hall about yourself seriously for at least a few minutes. 
'(check only one) 

Not at all 
--Once or twice 
-Several times 

5 .. How viell do you personally like most of. the staff on your ha.ll? 
(check only one) 

Very much 
-Pretty much 

. --So-so 
-Not much 
-Not at all 

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

All of them 
-M(")Rt of them 
---About half of them 
-AfeVl of them 
-None of them 

\ 
I 

! 
I 
I 
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7. How do you think staff on your hall see a ward? (check only on0) 

A person who made a mistake 
. ---A delinquent 
-A criminal 
-A person "Iho needs help to straighten out 
---A person who needs to be punished 

8. How do·you see the staff-ward relationships on your ha11?(checl{ {lnl:! 

9. Do 

Rte.ff are 
-:-Staff are 

too harsh with the wards 
pretty fair wtth the wards 

-Staff. are not harsh enourrh with most v-rards ' .. 
-Staff are pretty unconcerned about the wards 

you f8p.l ·that: (check only one) 

Your relationships with staff are better than 
--YOlJr re] 8. t. ions hips with staff are worse than 
-Your relationships with staff are about what 

yon E'xnF!r.terl. 
you expActerl 
~rou e'{pected 

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

Stuff relntionships with each other are smooth. 
-Staff on the hall work Viell together as a team 
-StFl.ff don't get along with each other very l'!ell 

11. What is your opinion of .t.he other wards .on your hall? (check only ()l'1~) 

___ Driftine through, just waiting to get out 
_Putting up a front anrl pretending the IIprogramll is helpful 
___ Actually trying to ch~nge and to help themselves 

12. ~.,rhat do you think about this place? (check only one) 

A lot better than I expected 
--~ t. _~.ct ... er than I expected 
___ Worse than I expected 

A lot worse than I expected 

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

Your rela't'ionships with other wards are better than you expected 
-Your rela.tionships with other wards are worse than you expecteCi 

Your relationships with other wards is about as you expected 

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

_Yes, a lot 
_Yes, q-uitp. a bit 
_Yes, some 
_No, not much 
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~1o:;!: im~t.ib'~·.i0~~;' havf' oifferpni' (~1'()l!!,n of Wl.T,:'ln 'tJrlO :·t;r~k r.10s.-:>ly 
tn~0tl1~r rt710 t1.or't. rave much to (10 wi.th any nt.hp.r ,n'!'0

1JnS
• I\r()Ilt: 

hnw mRny ermtp~ like thAt noes yrulr hall have? (~hn0~ o711y nnp) 

Fm.!!' or InO!'€' 
-Two or +:rrf'P. 
-Onl~" on.e 
--r-fonf.' 

17. Please chncV hv nr~p.r nf imnnrt~~oe the reAsons why ~ group 
forrn~ i.r.~~elf ann sticks togetl1er. (rank 1 th.rour:;h 5.) 

_(}enr;T'A.phi~Al ("hom1.es II) s,~ me racp. I j 
-Hebe ls A.f'tll rst the lies t:::tbl 'i f~r1ment II . Ii 
-S!,p.ciFl.l groups" such as .~..... 1I1o\,l-rinpr~IIJ "mt?:1.r:", IIh~rpc:;II"l 
_}pecial cOIl1II'~n i."lterest:3 J like music, sports, hobties" etc. ) 

18. Please {Tlnrk Ol1A chnice which mos t closely d p.r:~ri hp;. hnw '1l11rh 

teY's ion ('l!' h(£wl mu.oh 'relaxed feF!-} i-n~ t:hAr'e in 'Orl'yollr hFl.lJ: 

_Tens':'!, upi-. ieht. _ ~veryon~~ rlp.rvonf-: most ('If the t j me 
_Some\.,rhat t~Ylse - possibility of fie;hts often 

Kind of re]Fl.xen - only "a few beefs 
-P1"~tty rela.xp.o - not much nervousness 

19. Do the other ward~ on your hall mA.ke 1. t harer]. or easy for you 
to fa)] ow the rulp.s? (nheck only one) 

Very hard 
-Harn. 
-Eas" 

Very easy 
", 

Na~ _____ ~~ ____________ ~~~~~ __________ ~ ______ _ 

First Middle Initial iLa=St 

Ha 11 -------------------
. , 

Date _______ _ 
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1. f)n VAil fi"f'l , i' n~'wr' f\ bOqt: p.Xpr~l~r. i ncr l!ompl tl i nh'"' t·.f'I mo."·' ~ !' ton 1'(' 

nfl ;('1111" h~11'? (nhf>~v. only on"') 

Not. '1r;!1"111.y -' 
?. I~ vm-r.'1 ' fi wi 11 i Y1gnE"'R~ t.o exnre8l'::; r.mnpl n i Y1t~ fIll1.y n.(.!!,pnr. 

thiYlf"s. t1('1N I'lmnh 00 ynll t:hl.nk YOll ' re infl11~nCi;'a bJ: 

a.0th ..... ·,·· 1"m"('~ 10oki.1'1r: (l("wm on ~TOll for r.omnlaintnp; •••••• 
h. :::ta.fr !,p'f)f'rt. j np; ~ro1J. for compla.in tnp; •••••••••••••••••• 
c.poSF:ihlA lnp.R of ~T'i'1i.lr:-rr.l?R f<'T' c9mpl::lin1ne •••••••••• 
n.N()t IT,P.t:t.;Yl.f: ~ !"!l":n"p, op,a.l hecA.llr-:!? of r.omplA.ininp'; ••••• 
~.StRff mi~ht sne ~('Imrl~inerR ~9 weak •••.•.•.•••••.•.•• 
f.Harrl for ml=) to !=;~Al{ out to st1lff .................... . 
ft'. Pl A.v111fT t t. Ol.d.e>t FP"d "r.:ool" in thf' best W1y to mal~f' i t.-
" ~J .... I '" _ 

3. How do. mORt f'!taff l'sua 1] y treat. waT'd.~ who 00mp1R.ln .~b()ut; !'1I)r->:' 

.qnn conditi.()Ylf; on th4? hall? (check oP]Y on~) 

_'i'hey liRt.~n nnd. try to hp.Tr 
__ 'i'h~y .montly j1tst ) isten 

'i'hey try not to listen 
~Thp.y rp.fuRA to listen 

h. T fAA1 that ~ompla.ining or tryll1r, to chanp;e rHle~ or hal.l C(lY1rP.t-.irrm~ 
(plp.n.s p check "yes" nr "no" for each item) 

P, f\ hfJ. R::11 e ............................................ ' ........ . 
h. O.K. bAM11lSP- there'::; rlOt much to lo::::e~ •••••••••••••• 
c. ?,Tot wnrt:h r;ettlnr; :::taff l1ptip.;ht •••••.•••••••••.••• :. 
fl. f,ikp.ly t:o mf!lke me a "na.ck" ......................... . 
e. 'Poo hA.rd to understa.nd how to do ••••••••• ~ •••••••••• 
f. \--1 or-t 1'1. th~ tr-ol.,ble ................. .11. It '" ............... . 

p.:o Somethtnp; nthp1" wA.rds can do if they want to •••••••. 

5. no yOll think 'lI('lst of th~ other warn.s on yonI' hall feel comf'rry'trlhlp 
i11 e1<"pY'f}ssing complai'1t.s a.bout th~ way thiTIg'R are donE' 0.Yl Y(1)1" h:}J 1? 
(check only one) 

MORt of the time Not u~u[-l~ly 

6. How irnportllflt do· ynll think mORt ()f the beefs llre the.t warr1r-; h.!.1\T0 

now Of) your h~ll? (check only one) 

Vf'ry jmportRnt 
---FRirly important 
---Not very important 
---Not wort.h botherin~ ab0ut 

Ii ·1 

r\ 1 
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R, MORt WRr~ oompla.jrt8 now BrA: 
_l:IOl"K-p r1 out pr8tty well 

';'!("'Il"ked 01lt Romp-what 
-Not wnrked out at all 
=TJsll.qJly ir;nored' 

(nhecl< only nnE'!) 

b. Row much (jo YOIJ think mORt of the I1tr:lff on YOllr ha.l} ~nrp 
F.lhout. ~lorkiYl.fT out sllccessful soluti.onR to ward c()m:p]Fl.intf~? 
(check only "r;np) 

_A little 

c. HO\,T munh hAve warn ~omplFl..ints on your hA11 r~RHltp.n in: «('hp(,k 
0ne for ~ach item) 

] )ChAnp;es in rules or pOU.cies? •••••••• 
2)Ch~nees lr WArn assienments? ••••••••• 
))Chan~e~ in wa.rd contracts? •• _ •••••••• 
4)Other changeR of caRework deciSions?. 
.5)Chl3.np;es in staff n.iscipline methods?. 

SomE=' 
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Have you heard from anyone before today that there Is to be a new Ward Grtevance 
Procedure here at '<ar1 Holton? _yes _no 

If you have, when did you first hear about it? 

it few days ago' - ___ 3 or 4 weeks ago 

___ 1 ~r 2 weeks 8go ___ more than a month ago 

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

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

don't know -
b) How much time does a \>Jard have to file a grievance after the occur­

rence ~f an event h~ wishes to complain about? (check only one) 

_12 hrs. 

60 hrs. -
24 hrs. --
72 hrs. -

36 hrs. - 48 hrs. -
don't know -

e) Under the new procedures, a ward normally first files his gr'ievance 
with: (check one only) 

S.lIper I ntendent -
Social Worker -

_.:rr.ea.tment Team S~pervi sor 

Ward clerk -
_Counselor 

_Don't know 

,',,>, 

., 

d) How many "levels of revlewu are possible in the new system? (check one onlyl~ i 
~ .~ 

tt;fO - _don't know 

e) A "review" committ:ee wi 11 Include: (check one on ty) 

_staff only both wards and staff -
___ only outside volunteers don't know -

f) Can a ward file a grievance against another ward? (check one only) 
yes no don't know - - -

g) Can a grievance be filed by a group of wards or only by one 
individual ward? (check one only) 

_group _individual _either _don't know 

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

. 
___ true ___ false ___ there is no such thing donat know -

{ . 
! : 

, '':~' 

- 93 -

When the new Ward Grievance Procedures begin, do you think that: 

a) Host ward grievances will be: (check only one) 

___ worked out well 

worked out some\oJhat -
___ not worked out well 

___ worked out badly 

b) How much wi 11 staff care about the successful working out of ward gr ievances? 
(check only one) 

_very much _somewhat _a little not at all -
c) When a grievance successfully results In changes of rules/policies, will 

those ch~nges last after you are paroled? (check only one) 

_deffnitely '--probably 

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

Improve ward relatlonshlps? 

yes, a lot - a little -
Improve ward-staff relationships? 

yes, a lot -

.... 

no 

, 

I 

II 
J 
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11. Following Is a list of some of the possible grievances which mIght be flled by 
wards under the new Ward Grievance Procedures. Please check the appropriate 
colum~ for ench item, indtc<ltlng whether you would consider filing each of those 
listed below: 

BbV-TO~OAV LIVING PROBLEMS: 

food served • e' • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

clothing issued ••••••••• a 0 d ••••••••• 

unlt or institution rules or policies ••••••• $ •• 

recreation/athletic opportunities •••••• 0 ••••• 

sex pressure from another ward/wards. • • • • • • • ••• 
other pressu~e received by another ward/wards •••••• 
smok i og r.es t r let Ions. • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
dining hall rules ••••••• 0 •••••••••••• 

"lights out" time •••••••••••••••••••• 
loudness - noise level on unit ••• Q •••••••••• 

checks. • ,. • " • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • 

No -

OTHER: (please wri tci in other day-to-day 1 iv i n9 prob 1 ems wh i ch you fee 1 cou 1 d/should 
result in grievances filed) 

CASEWORK DgC'SION~: (that you object to) 

.dec i s.lons ",bout Ill\' case by staff ,team .......... . 
contracts decided for me by staff ................ _ 
academic goals set for me •••••••••••••••• 
change in school or work assIgnment .......... .. 
being urged to attend or join special groups •••• 0 •• 

not being allowed to' form or Join a special group •••• 
too much staff concern about my personal family ..... 0 

staff failure to keep my case confidential •••••••• 
staff interfering In my family relatIonships ....... . 

Yes No -

OTHER: (please write in other posslble grievances In regard to casework decisions) 

UNIT-STAFF DISCIPLINE: __ ~ I 

restrlction from program ••• _ ............. . 
a Dbum" write-up ••••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 

harsh or rude treatment • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. • • • • 
overcontrol of me by staff* • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • 
conflicts with a teacher/teachers •• 0 ••••••••• 

Yes No 

-
OTHER: (please write In other possible grievances about unit discipline) 
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1;12. After the form.i$~ Ward Grievance Procedure begins 'here, do you think you will 
ill· feel comfortable filing complaints (grievances)? (check only one) 
:/.1 

: i 

most of the time ___ sometimes ___ not usually ___ ~never 

;~. After the new procedure starts, do you th{ink the oth~r WrrdS on your hall will 
feel comfortable about filing COfilpiGints grievances? check only one) 

most of the time _sometimes _not usually 

,~4. When the new procedure begins! hO"'1 do you expect staff wi n feel towClrd wards 
': filing grievances? (check only one) 

_accept it. with some doubts 

be susptctous about it -
___ not want anything to do with it 

When it comes to filln$ a grievance, do you think most of the war~s on your hail 
will: (check only one) 

file whenever they feel like it -
___ file only If re~11y necessary 

___ not file if they can help It 

not ftte at all -

_
________________________ • ________________________________________________ ---~ ~1 

[1 
Yt 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ q 
.... ii 

~ 
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APPENDIX III 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULES 

Jj 
.I 
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Interviewerls Name 

'vIa rd t s Name 

nate --------
Ha 11 

G P \~ards 

INITIAL INTERVIEW 
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Question lA: What do you think about Karl Holton? 

1. A lot better than I expected. 

2. _____ Better than I expected. 

3. Worse than I expected. 

4. A lot worse than I expected. 

Question 19: Why do you feel that way? . 

Ql:lestion 2A: What's the best thing that happened on your hall the last 
couple of months? 

, Question 2B: Any other good things happen on your hall the last couple 
of months? 

" . 



Question 2C: 
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What would you say has been the major problem on your hall the 
last two months? 

Question 2D: Have there been any other big problems? 

Question 3A: How would you describe the tone on your hall now? Would you 
say it IS: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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

Tense - uptight, everyone nervous most of the time. 

Somewhat tense - possibil ity of fights often. 

Re 1 axed. on 1 y a fevi beefs. 

Very relaxed, not much nervousness. 

Question 3B: What makes you say that? 

Question 4A: 
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Now would you think about how the program here as a wf"\('le 
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 tOr 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 ta 1 k to staff, other wards, etc. ~ .!.f.. 
ward sa s.he filed a grievance, using the G.P., a'sk ~hat he 
did' before the G.P. started. 
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Question 7: What happened" 

Question 8: How did you feel about the outcome? 

Question 9: About how well would you say that staff 
getting along on your hall !n th: last 
(Probe for quality of relationship) 

and wards have been 
few weeks? 

Question lOA: As you know the procedure for filing complaints'Hcal~:~ 
Grievance Pr~cedure, is fairly new on your hall. ow I 

first learn about it? 

the 
you 

-~ 
~ 

1 
it 
'~ 

~ 
I 

" ;~ 
}, 

,! 
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Question lOB: 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.) 

J Question ItA: Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on 
-1 your hall have been getting along since the start of the 
i 
j Grievance Procedure? 

Ques t i on 11 B: 

Question IIC: 

Yes No --- ---

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

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 --- ---



" 

! 
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Question 110: {If yes:} What have been these changes? 

Question 12A: 

Question 128: 

! , 

Question 12C: 

Now that the procedure has started, would you feel comfortable 
f il i ng! 

1. Most types of grievances. 

2. Some types of grievances. 

3. Few types of grievances. 

4. No types of grievances. 

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

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

I' 

I: 

, 

" j, 
, I 
I 
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Question 13A: Would you file a grievance against another ward? 

Question 138: 

Question 14A: 

Question 14B: 

Yes ___ No ---

If no, why wouldn't you? 

Under the new procedures, how do you think staff feel toward 
wards filing grievances? 

J. Accept it. 

2. Accept it, with some doubts. ---
3. Are suspicious about it. 

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

What makes you say that? 
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Question lSA: 
today. do v,ou think it would If a ward filed a grievance , 

eventually be worked out or settled fairly? Question 17C: What happened? 

. ! Yes No --

Question 15B: Would you explain why you think that? 
Question 17D: Was the hearing handled fairly in your opinion? 

Question 16: know about how many grievances have been filed ... Do you happen to 
on you r ha 11 't Question 17E: Are you satisfied with the resolution reached? 

Quest ion 17A: 
Have you personally filed a grievance using the new system? 

Yes No (If no, skip to 18) --
Question 18A: After a few weeks experience with the grievance procedure on 

your hall, how would you evaluate its usefulness? _.o. ... _ 

1. . Generally a useful system to resolve grievances. 

Question 17B: If yes, what was your grievance? 2. A fair system that needs improvement. 
~ i 

some I 

3. A 
-~ 

poor system that needs lots of improvement. 

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

.,i 
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Question 18B: What makes you say that? 

i 

I 
Question 19: How do you think the system could be improved? 

Question 20A: How do you feel about the point system used here? 

1- Generally a good system. 

2. A fair system that needs some improvement. 

~ A poor system that needs lots of improvement. 
.l tI .. ~ .. --
h. A bad system 't/h i ch should be replaced. --

(luestion 208: Why do you feel that way? 
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Question 21A: How do you feel about the contracts that are made her~1 

1. Generally helpful. 

2. A fa i r idea that needs some improvement. 

3. A poor idea that needs lots of improvement. 

4. A bad idea that should be replaced. 

Question 218: Why do you feel th~t way? 

I 

I 
, I 
i 
i 

I I 



- 109 -

Ward's name ----
Interviewer's name -----_. __ ._.-
Date 

------------------------
I 

~ 

G. P. WARDS - INTERVIEW 

Final Series 



- no - 1 ~ , 
j •• 

1. What's the best thing that happened on your hall in these last months? j~. How would you describe the tone on your L.. a ll no"'? 1.1 ld ! II rl .,..OU you say i ts ! 

1 
I 

i 
1 

L Tense, uptight p everyone nervous most of the tj:n~. -. 
20 _ Somewhat tense ll possibility of fights often. 

3. ___ Relaxed, only a few beefs. 
I 

~ 
4 .. _ Very re 1 axed. not much nervousness v 

2. &1Y other good things happen on your hall in these last months? 
: ~B. What makes you say that? 

3, 
What would you say has been the major problem on your hall in these last months!!~. About how we 11 wou ld you say that staff and wards have been ge'tt ing 1 on your hall in the last few weeks? a ong 

! 
:lA. Have there been any changes in h011'/ well staff and wards on your hall get 

4. Have there been any other big problems? 
along since the start of the Grievance Procedure? 

Yes No - -
, B. If yes - would you explain what the changes have been? 
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9A: Using the grievance procedure, do you think you would feel comfortable 

f I J i ng: 

i .. _~1os t types of g r i evances. 
2. _.Some types of grievances. 
3 .. __ Few types of grievances. 
4. ____ No grievances~ 

1C~! Hi 11 you give me some examples of grievances you would generally feel 
comfortable in filing? 

i 08 ~ il/hy? 
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:IIA: Would you fj Ie a grievance against another ward? 

Yes -- No _. 
;,116: I f no - why not? 

h 

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

J. __ R __ ...;Accept it. 

2$ _____ Accept it, with some doubts. 

3. _---:Are suspicious of it. 

4. __ Don't want anything to do \'/ith it. 

What makes you say that? 

10e: Wi Il you give me some examples of grievances you would .!J.Q! feel 
in fi nng? 

{~ B. 
1: 

comfortabld 

f' 

10D: v/h)/? 

h 
" j. 

M. If a wa,rd fi Jed a grievance today, do you think it would eventual Jy be 
worked out or settled fairly? 

Yes - No -
Would you explain why you think that? 

I .. 



_pqlJU22lE2&iiL i Ed! £J i. 

14 .. 

.. 
; 

15. 

Do you know how many 'grievance have been filed on your hall? 

Have you personally filed a grievance using the new system? 

_Yes 
(go to 17) 

(If no discrete probing for reason) 

__ No 

(go to 16) 

--7-; 

~ 
! 
l 

t 
! 
¥ 

t , 
f 

16C: 

16D: 

~ 17A: 
II 
t 
1 

16A: Suppose you have a complaint here at Karl Holton, what do Y.,0u do about it? k' 

17B: 

168: (If GeP. is mentioned, probe for reason{s) for non use). 
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If G.P. not mentioned - ask - "Have you thought 
Procedure?" (Probe for reason(s) why not.) about using thle Grievance 

If you were concerned about a mutual other wards file a joint grievance? problem, would you along with ~everal 

_Yes _No (If no, why) 

What was your grievance and when did 
most) 

you file? 
recent. 

(If more than one, pick the 

H,ow did you file your grievance and ~hat happened? 
Interviewer - elicit info on' with h· t ffl d .• w om was grievance filed; any particular 

S a war reac tion to ini tiating the grievs'nce, etc.) 
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17C: Was there a hearing on your grIevance? 

Yes - No -
17D: If no, why w~s it handled without a hearing? 

17E: If a hearing. did you attend? 

No -
17F: If no J why not? 

17G: Think a bit about the hearing and how it was handled. How fair or unfair 
do you think it was? 

1 3 5 , I ----I. 
very so-so very 
hlr unfa i r 
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17H: What resolution was reached with your grievance? 

Were you satisfied with the re~ults7 

1 3 5 

1--1 --.-1-1----1 
yes neutral no 

If less than totally satisfied - why not? 

Have you appealed? 



" , 

, i 

n8 

17M: Was the final resolution carried out to your sat i sfact ion? 

1 3 5 

I I I 
yes no 

J7N: If less than satisfied, why? 

170: Have you received written n~tice of the results of each hearing/review? 

Yes No - -
181\: In sUlTYl1ary, based on what you know about. the grievance procedure on your 

hall, how useful do you think it is? 

_1. Generally a useful system to resolve grie.vances. 
_2. A fa i r 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. 

18S: (If not already clear from past stateml;,nts) What makes you say that? 

, 
i , 

;,; , ' 

j; 
j 
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;:19.' How do you think the system could be improved? 

.J 
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REVISED STAFF INTERVIEW 

NAME __________________________________________ _ 

I· 
POSITION ____________________________________ ___ 

Ii HALL, ________________________________________ __ 

LENGTH OF TIME WITH YA. ____________ _ 

LENGTH OF TIME ON HALL. _____ ~-------

" 

.' 

Name of inter.viewer _________ _ 

Date, __________ ~----------

i ' 

t 
<'. 
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2. 

3. 
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Now would you think about how the program here~as a whole is affecting the 
wards. Would you say it's helpi'ng: 

1. Most of them. 
2. Some of them. 
3. Few of them. 
4. None of them. 

What parts ,of the program seem to help wards the most? 

1. Aoademic 
2. Counseling/Counselor 
3 • Beh/MOd Program 
4. Reoreation 
5. None 
6. other 
7. No answer 

How do you feel about the point system used here? 

;1 
:j 

j f 
:1 
.1 

:1 , 
,.5 

'J 
:l 

:1 

! 
; ~ 
,j 
A . ~ 

J 
~ 

~ 
:) 
: ~ 
j 

! ~ 1. _Generally a good system. j ~ 

2. _A tair system that needs some improvement. ; I 
3. __ A poor system that needs lots of improvementil 
4. __ A bad system whioh should be replaced. t~ 

Why do you feel that way? 

1. Idea good, difficult to imp1. 
2. System open to manipulation. 
3. Provides objective evaluation. 
4. Wards know where they stood. 
5. Insuffioient training/understanding 
6. Prooedural 
7. other 
8. No answer 

4. 

SA: 

5B: 
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How do you feel about the contracts that are made with wards here? 

1. __ Gen,~rally helpfu1. 
2. ___ A"fair idea that needs SOD,j.1 improvement. 
3. ____ A poor idea that needs lots of improvement. 
4. __ A bad idea that should be replaced. 

Why do you feeJ that way? 

1. Difficult to write meaningful contract: 
2. Idea good, not use a right. 
3. Procedure needs mOdification, 
4. Good way to deal w/prob1em$. 
5. Good idea but ward can" front" • 
6. other. 
7. No answer. 

What is the most universal or frequent complaint wards have here at' 
Ka r' Ho 1 ton? 

1. Policy/Procedure 
2. Application of pip discipline 
3. Bah. Mod. 
4. Aotivities/Program 
5. Food 
6. staff related 
7. other 
8. No complaints 
9. No answer 

What are some other common complaints wards have? 
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G P· t - d wL~t ~id wards usually do about their Before the nC'tJ •• s arte, n.. I.: 

comp ia j nts 1 

1. Go to team staff 
2. Go to supt. 
3. Large group 
4. Nothing 
5. other 
6. No answer 

6B: What happened (in terms of resolution)? 

1. Generally resolved/attempted 
2. Sometimes resolved/attempted 
,. Seldom resolved/attempted 
4. other 
5. No answer 

7: Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the G.P., 
was necessary at Kari Holton? 

1. Unqualified yes 
2. Qualified yes ,. Qualified no 
4. unqualified no 

5· other 
6. DOn't know 

7· No answer 

8: Do you know if the special grievance procedure for this hall has been 
spe\led out and given to staff7 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. DOn't know 
4. other 
5. NO answer 

, 

i 

l 
I 
t 
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9: How adequate has been your training in the use of the G.P.? 
(Specifically note extent of formal training - .brief or orientation or 
training session of two hours for example.) 

1. Adequate - happy 
2. Less than adequate - unhappy 
.3. No training 
4. other 
5. No answer 

10: Do you have any suggestions as to how this training could be imp~oved? 

11 : 

1. No suggestions 
2. More l1how toll ~ role playing, eto. 
:;. More background/rationale 
4. More extensive training ,. Other 
6. No answer 

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., d-iscussion at 
staff meetings, refresher training, explanations, etc.) 

1. None 
2. Very little 
3. Some 
4. Much 
5· other 
6. No answer 
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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.? 

11 

r 
A. 

f 
Any major or significant complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have I 
aga j ns t another person or persons; or comp la i nt that a ward may h.~lVe about I 
the application of any written or unwritten policy in that he feels he has I 
been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied in an inconsistent! 
coercive, or discriminatory manner. Excluded would be relatively minor or i 

petty complaints in cate90r~e6 to be defined by a staff-ward committee. 
I 

B. An~ 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. feels 
he has been treated unfairly or that the policy has been applied in an 
inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner. 

f.o , 

c. As in B except procedure would be open to both war.os ~ staff. 

D. Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have resulting 
in a deprivation from a right normally extended to wards in the program. 
Exciuded would be complaints resulting from deprivation from privileges. 

E. Other, specify. 

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

Enthusiastic 
Acceptance 

I 
1 2 3 4 

Neutral 
I 
s 6 7 8 

Skept i ca I 
" Rejection , 

9 10 
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13B: What appears to be the motivation underlying this feel ing? 

1. Wards still testing - waiting to see. 
2. Wards basically 5uspic ious of staff. 
,. Use improving feeling. 
~. Gives wards say - like that. 
5. Changing thru use - positive. 
6. other. 
7. No answer. 

14: USing the grievance procedure, do you think most wards would feel 
comfortable filing: 

1. ____ Most types of grievances • 
2. __ Some types of grievances. 
3. __ Few types of grievances. 
4. _No grievances. 

15A: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would generally 
feel comfortable in filing? 

1. Policy/Procedur~ 
2. APplication pip 

3. Program 
4. POints/Eeh Mod 
5· Against staff 
6. Against wards 
7. Any 
8. other 
9· No answer 

15B: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would rr£1 feel 
comfortable in filing? 

1. YAB 
2. staff 
3. ~lards 

4. "Fair" policy/decision 
5. PolicyjProcedure 
6. other 

7· None 
8, Any 
9', No answer 
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16A: How do most staff on your hall j3enerally feel ~toward the wards filing 
grievances? 

1. ____ ~cept it. 
2. __ Accept it, with some doubts. 
j. Are suspicious, sOme resentment. 
4. Don't want anything to do with it. 

166: Does this feeling vary with staff position - TTS, SW. YC for example? 

1. No 
2. Yes - Y.C. most affected 
j. Yes - Admin. most affected 
4. Yes related to individual 
,. Yes - other 
6. other 
7. No answer 

f­
l 
! , 

17: How would you categorize the types of grievances filed thus far? ! 
! ' 
I 

18: 

! 

1. Substanti ve - deal with important issues. , 
2. -For the most part deal with important issues, have meriti' 
3. ____ Some are important and have merit, others not. ! 
4. Most have onlY' marginal ml~rit. i. 

5. For the most part t'ri volous - a waste of time to process! 
~.~ 

If a ward filed a grievance today. do you think it would eventually be 
worked out or settled faIrly and satisfactorily 

For the Ward? 

For staff? , 
E 

For administration? 

19: 

- J 2/j -

Have there been any changes in how well staff and wards on your haJJ have 
been getting along since the start of the G.P~? 

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications). 

1. Yes - positive 
2. Yes - neutral 
3. Yes - negative 
4. No ,. Too earlY' to tell 
6. other 
7. No anB~ler 

20: Have there been any changes in how well groups of wards on your hall have 
been getting along since the start of the Gs P.7 

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications). 

1. Yes - positive 
2. Yes - neutral 
3. ' Yes - negative 
4. No ,. Too earlY' to tell 
6. other 

7· No answer 

21: What, jf any, problems have been ~l~ through the· implementation of the 
G.P.? 

1. Changes related to grievances filed. 
2. Clarified/improved 'existing policy. 
3. Helped "shape Upll staff. 
4. New treatment approach. 
5. other 
6. None 
7. No anSWer 

-'l'\ 
\ 
'\ 

\ 
'\ 

i 

" 
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22: What, if any, problems have been created through the implementation of the 
G.P.? 

1. Ward/statf 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 ;s involved with the G.p.? 
(Be specific - approximate hours per week.) 

24A: 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· resol,re grievances. 
2. ____ A fair system that needs some improvement. 
,. ____ A poor system that needs losts of improvement. 
~. _A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by 

something else. 

24s: (If not already clear from past statements) What makes you say that? 

I 

! , 
\; 
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25: How do you think the system could be impr6ved. 

1. Time relief 
2. Better communication 
). Training - ward/staff 
4. l-lodify procedure 
,. Other 
6. Don't know 
7. No change 
8. No answer 
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REVISED POST - STAFF INTERVI[W 

NAME ______________________ . ________________ ___ 

POSITION __________________________________ __ 

HALL, ______________________________________ ___ 

LENGTH OF TIME WITH YA ___________ _ 

LENGTH OF TIME ON HALL, ___________ _ 

• 'lo ••• 

Name of intervlewer ________ _ 

Date, ________________ _ 
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lA: 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 pip 
3. POints/Beh Mod 
4. Staff related ,. Ward related 
6. other 
7· No answer 

1 B: What are some other comn~n complaints wards have? 

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

1. Yes 
2. Qualified Yes 
3. No 
4. Qualified' No 
5. other 
6. No answer 

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

1. Adequate 
2. Inadequate 
3. 'other 
4. No answer 
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Do you have any suggestions as to how this traLning could have been improved? ~ 

. 11 
None 

2. More 1/how to,1/ etc. 
3. r~ore background 
4. More extensive 
5. other 
6. No answer 

What opportunity have 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.) 

1. None 
2. Very little 
3. Some 

4. other 

5· No answer 

Consider the following definitions of gr"ievances upon which wards could 
file a formal complaint. Which do you feel would best suit the needs of the 
G.P.? 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

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 relatiyely mino~ or petty complaints in categories to be defined by a 
staff-ward committee. 

An~ 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 poliey in that.he ~2els 
he has been treated unfairly or that the Pdlicy has been applIed In an 
inconsistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner. 

As In B excert procedure would be open to both wards ~ ~taff. 

Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have resulting 
In a deprivation from a right normally extended to wards i~ the proglam. 
Excluded would be complaints resulting from deprivation from pri"Jilege,~. 

, 

l' 
i 
i 

I 
;1 

lj 
i 

l! 
i; 
I 

7A: 

78: 
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E. Other, specify. 

How would you rate the general reaction of the wards to the G.P. on a 
continuum of 1-10 from - Enthusiastic acceptance to Skeptical rejection. 
Please explain. 

Enthusiastic 
Acceptance 
I 

1 2 3 

Neutra 1 

4 5 6 7 8 

Skeptica I 
Rejection 

I 

9 10 

Has this reaction changed over the time from implements to now? 

7C: If yes, in what way? 

7D: What appears to be the motivation underlying this feeling? 

1. Testing - waiting to see. 
2. Wards suspicious of staff. 
3. Use is improving feeling. 
4. Gives wards a say 
5. Use shows it works 
6. other - positive 
7. other - negative 
8. other 
9. No answer 

Using the grievance procedure, do you think most wards would feel 
comfortable fl ling: 

l. __ Most types ot: grievances. 
2. __ Some types o£ grievances. 
:;. __ Few types of grievances. 
4. __ No grievances. 
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9A: Will you give me some exa~ples of grievances most wards would generally feel 
comfortable in fj ling? 

1. Policy/Procedures 
2. APplication of pip 
3. Program 
4. POints 

5· Against staff 
6. Wards 

7· Any 
8. other 
9· No answer 

9B: Will you give me some examples of grievances most wards would ~ feel 
comfortable in filing? 

1. YAB 
2. Staff 
3. Ward 
4. Fair pOlicy/procedure 
5. Policy/procedure 
6. other 

7· None 
8. Any 
9. No answer 

IDA: How do most staff on your hall generally feel toward the wards filing 
9 r i evances? 

1. __ Accept it. 

~ 
" I 
i 

I r 
I 
j' 

1. 
! 
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2. Accept it, with some doubts. 
3. --Are' suspicious, some resentment.f, 
4. Don' t want anything to do with iF 

I 
!. 

lOB: Has this feeling changed over time? 

1. No change 
2. Change - positive 
3. Change negative 
4. Change - neutral 

5· other 
6. No ans'tJer 

10C: I f yes t how 
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100: Does ~hls 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 

1 JA: How would you categorize the types of grievances fjled thus far? 

1. __ Substantive - deal with important issues. 
2. __ For the most part deal with important iSBues, have merit. 
3. __ Some are important and have merit, others not. 
4. __ Most have only marginal merit. 
5. __ For the most part frivolous - a waste of time to process. 
6. __ Other 
7. __ NO answer 

lIB: Have you noticed any change in the types of grievance filed on the last 
four months? (Exp 1a i n) 

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 satistactoritly = 

For the Ward? 
1. Yes foX' ward 
2. No for ward 
:;. Yea for staff 
4. No for staff 
5. Yea fot' admin. 

For staff? 6. No for admin. 

7· Yes for all 
8. other 
9· No answer 

-I 
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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.? 

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications). 

1. Yes - positive 
2. Yes - neutral 
3. Yes - negative 
4. No 
5. Don't know 
~ Other v. 

7. No answer 

14: 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 

7· No answer 

15: What, if any, problems have been solved through the implementation of the 
G.p.? 

1. Changes related to grievance filed. 
2. Clarified/Imp. existing policy. 
3. Helped "shape-up" staff. 
4. New treatment approach. 
5. Other 
6. None 
7. No answer 

; . 
1 
1. 
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16: What, if any, problems have been £reated through the implementation of the 
G.P.? 

1. vlard/Staff related 
2. Time demands 
3. Admin/line staff gap 
4. other 
5. None 
6. No answer 

J7: About how much of your time in any given week is involved with the GoP.? 
(Be specific - approximate hours per week.) 

1. One hour or less 
2. Two - three hours 
3. Four - five hours 
4. Six - seven hours 

5· Eight 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 ~valuate 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. 

18B: (If not already clear from past statements) What makes you say that? 

·1 
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19: How do you think the system could be improved •• 

1. Time relief 
2. Better communication 
3. Training - ward/staff 
4. Modify procedures 
5. other 
6. Don I t know 
7. No change 
8. No answer 
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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 here as a whole is 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. 

2. What parts of the program seem to help wards the most? 

1. Aoademic 
2. counseling/Counselor 
3. Beh/Mod Program 
4. Recreation 
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 01' improvement. 
4. __ A bad system which should be replaced. 

Why do you feel that way? 

1. Idea 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 
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4. Do you think a formal means of registering complaints, such as the G.P., 
was necessary at Karl Holton? 

5. 

6. 

7. 

1. Unqualified yes 
2. Qualified yea 
3. Qualified no 
4. Unqualified no 
5. Other 
6. Don't know 
7. No answer 

Have you received a copy of the procedure explaining how it operates? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Don't know 
4. Other 
5. No answer 

How adequate has been your training concerning the G.P.? 
note extent of formal training - brief or orientation or 
session of two hours for example.) 

(Specifically 
training 

1. Adequate ~ happy 
2. Less than adequate - unhappy 
3. No training 
4. Other 
5. No answer 

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

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

No suggestions 
More "how to" - role playing, 
More background/rationale 
More extensive traini~g 
Other 
No answer 
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I·lhn t opportunity has been 
since its implementation? 
of G.P.; e.g., discussion 
explanations, etc.) 

given staff to discuss and review the G.P. 
(Note frequency and types of staff reviews 

at staff meetings, refresher training, 

1. None 
2. Very little 
3. Some 
4. Much 
5. Other 
6. No answer 

Consider the following defini tions of grievances upon which ~la.l."ds could 
file a formal complaint. Which do you feel would best suit the needs of 
the G.P.? 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

Any major or significant complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may 
have aliainst another person or persons; or complaint that a ward may 
have about the application of any ~citten 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 staff-ward committee. 

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 
feels he has been treated uniairly or that the policy has been applied 
in an inconSistent, coercive, or discriminatory manner. 

, 
As in B except procedure would ~e open to both wards and staff. 

Any kind of complaint, beef, or disagreement a ward may have result­
ing in a deprivation from a right normally extended to wards in the 
program. Excluded would be complaints resulting from deprivation 
from privileges. 

Other, specify. 
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From what you have observed, how would you rate the general reaction 
of the wards to the new G.P. on ~ continuum of 1-10 from - Enthusiastic 
acceptance to Skeptical rejection. Please explain. 

Enthusiastic 
Acceptance 

1; 

123 

Ne~t.ral 
I 

4 5 6 7 8 

Skeptical 
Rejection 

I 
9 10 

~lat appears to be the motivation underlying this feeling? 

1. Wards still testing - waiting to see. 
2. Wards basically suspicious of staff. 
3. Use improving feeling. 
4. Gives wards say - like that. 
S. Changing thru use - positive. 
6. Other. 
7. No answer. 

11A: How do you think most staff feel toward the wards filing grievances? 

1. _____ Accept it. 
2. ____ Accept it, with some doubts. 
3. ____ Are suspicious, Some resentment. 
4. ____ Don't want anything to do with it. 

llB: Does this feeling vary with staff position - TTS, SW, YC, teacher for example? 

1. No. 
Z. Yes Y.C. most affected 
3. Yes - Arlmin. most affected 
4. Yes <- ~elated to individual 
S. Yes r other 
6. Otr.c!r 
7. No answer 
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How would you categorize the types of grievances filed thus far? 

1. ____ ~ubstantive - deal with important issues. 
2. ____ Eor the most part deal with important 

issues, have merit. 
3. ____ Some are important and have merit, 

others not. 
4. --.Jfost have only marginal merit. 
5. _For the most part frivolous - a waste 

of time to process. 

If a ward riled a grievance today, do you thi k i out or n t would eventually be worked settled fairly and satisfactorily: 

For the Ward? 

For Staff? 

For Administration? 

Have there been any changes in hot .. well 
along, since the start of the staff and wards have been getting G.P. I.' 

Yes --- __ ~No 

If yes, explain (Probe for objective indications). 

1. Yes - positive 
2. Yes - neutral 
3. Yes - negative 
4. No 
5. Too early(,to tell 
6, Other 
7. No answer 

.f ': 
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15: Have there been any changes in how well groups of wards have been getting 
along since the start of the G.P.? 

If yes, explain (probe for objective indications). 

1. • Yes - positive 
2. Yes - neutral 
3. Yes - negative 
4. No 
5. Too early to tell 
6. Other 
7. No answer 

16: What, if any, problems have been solved '.hrough the implementation of the G.P.? 
(Encourage respondent to think beyond just those problems about which grievances 
have been filed - Example - #3.) 

1. Changes related to specific grievances 
filed, excluding policy. 

2. Change related to policy 
(changed/improved/clarified). 

3. Helped "shape up" staff. 
4. New treatment approach. 
5. Other. 
6. None. 
7. No answer. 
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What, if any, problems have been created thr~u9h the implementation of the 
G.P.? -

1- Ward/staff related. 
2. Time demands 
3. Administrative/line gap. 
4. other 

5· None 
6. No response. 

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

In summary, based on your past few months experience with the grievance 
procedure 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 losts of improvement. 
4. __ A bad system that should be dropped or replaced by 

something else. 

(If not already clear from past statements) What makes you say that? 
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20: How do you think the system could'be improved. 

, 
" 1. Time relief 

2. Better communication 
3. Training - ward/staff 
4. Modify procedure 

5· other 
6. Don't know 

7· No change 
8. No answer 
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REVISED USER INTERVIEW 

Ward's name -------------------------
Interviewer's name '--------------------
Ha 1 1_, ______ _ 

Date, ______________ _ 
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IA: What was your grievance? 

lB: 

! 

1. Hall policy 
2. Tnst. policy 
5. Dept. policy 
4. staff 

__ 5. Ward 
6. F\c,h. Mod. 

__ 7. other 

Does verbal statement correspond to written form? 

1. Generally corresponds. 
2. Minor discrepancy. 
3. Major discrepancy. 

New d imens ion:s/dynamics? __ _ 
(explain) 

Have there been other grievances similar to this filed on your hall? 

Yes No __ _ Dont't know_ 

J. Val id 

? Par,l.i:\11y vBI icl 

L Tnvalid 
II. n;:mnnl; rif> (,t'I'1Il j tIr· 
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2A: Before you filed a grievance, what did you do about the prob)pm? (pr0~e). 

2B: What happened (reaction)? 

2C: How did you file your grievance? 

1. Thought - took no ac t iOE 

2. Discussed with staff - no 
expectation of action 

3. Discussed with stuff -
expected resolution. 

4. Di s(Jussed in 1ar'gE I'I'OUp 

__ 5. other 

1. Suppor'!; i ve 
2. Neutral 
3. Negative 
4. Undetermined 

__ 5. other 

6. None 

1. Grievance clerk 
2. Own counselor 
3. youth counselor 
4. Social It!orker 

__ 5. Treatment team supervic.o;· 
6. Other (specify) 

20: Whas was staffs' reaction to your filing the grievance? 

1. SUPPOI't i ve 
2. Neutral 
3. Negati VEl 

I~. Undetermi ned 
__ 5. Other 

6. None 
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3: Was there a hearing on your grievance? 

4A: 

4B: 

Yes ----,--:-
(go to 5) 

No 
(go-to--:-"4 ) 

Why was it handled informally 

Did you ask for a hearing? 

Yes --- No __ _ 

1. <:;taff ward ap:roced to wodl 
wlo hearinp;. , 

2. Ward decided t~ h~ndle 
wlo formal 1e:BV i Ili". 

j. ~tRff decision. 
II. Othc!' 

,j ('11 t 

4c: Degree to which staff influenced decision to resolve informally? 

L I I 
I I I 

None Some Very 
Much 

(go to 6) 

5A: If yes, did you attend the hearing? 

Yes --- No __ _ 

5B: If no, why not? 

5C: Which staff were at the hearing? 

1. Treatment. 'Peam Supc;!'v; C.rH' 

2. soc1 al Worker 
3. youth counselor":; 

, ( 
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5D: If yes. did you have a representative of your choice? 

Yes --- No __ _ 

5 E : I f no. wh y no t ? 

SF: If yes - (had representative) ward -
staff ---

5G: Did he help you? 

Yes --- No --- Some ---
5H: Think a bit about how the hearing was handled. 

think it was? 

very 
fair 

51: Why do you feel that way? 

so-so 

1. Didn I t want OIW 

2. Unable to o\!me 

3. staff prevented 
4. other 

How fair or unfair do you 

very 
unfa i r 

.... ~ 
'\ Ii 

11 
j: 

~ ~ 
\ I 
( : ; ., 
1, 

I: , , , , 
, 1 

" " , , 
\ 1 

II 
" " " h q 
!! 
\1 

- 154 -

6. What resolution was reached with your grievance? 

7A: Were you satisfied with the results? 

3 

yes neutral 

7B: . If less than totally satisfied - why not? . 

7C: Have you appealed? 

o Yes No ---

( 1 7 D : I f no, why? 
11 
It 

"11 

Ii 
i I 
£1 
! ! 
11 
II , I 
l' 
i I 
II 
j 

5 

no 

1. Generally R~reps w form. 
2. Minor disagreement w/rorm. 
3. MaJor clisagret>lTient w IfoI'% 
4. No final resolution pecorde, • 
5. Other' 

1. Satisflnd. 
2. Not dl ssat I sfi ed p.noul:h l;rl 

appeal. 
3. Dissatisfied - but no 

expectation of' chan,,!.'. 
II. DissatisfIed - fear of :;taff. 

__ J. Dissati sf Jed - unfamUar 
w/appea1 process. 

6, Other. 
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8A: Number of days since resolution 

8B: Was the final resolution carried out to your satisfaction? 

3 5 

I--o--+-I --I 
yes no 

8e: If less than satisfied. why? 

9: Have you received written notice of the results 'Of each hearing/review? 

Yes, __ _ No ---

10: Using the grievance procedure, do you think you would feel comfortable 
fi II n9: 

1. Most; types of grievanceB. 
2. Some types of grievancen. 
3. Few types of grievances. 
~. No grievances. 
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Based on what you know about the grievance procedure on your hall) how 
usefull do you think it is? 

1. Generally a useful system to resolve fri0vBnccs. 
2. A fair system that needs some j.mprovemenl;. 
3. A poor system that needs lots of improvement. 
1+. A bad system that should be dropped Or replaced hy 

something else. 

lIB: What makes you say that (if not clear). 

12: How do you think the grie.vance procedure could be improved? 

1. __ greater speed. 
2. __ more ffoutside ll control. 

3. ~reater ward power. 
~. __ OK as it is. 
5. __ no suggestions. 
6. __ other - spec i fy 

I 
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NON-USER INTERVIEW 

v/ard I 5 name 

Interviewer's name 

Ha 11 

Date 
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. 
When you have a comp I a i nt that you th i nk needs to be dea 1 t Vi i 1 h. "'~h) \ tit) 
:t.E.:.. '10 about it? 

1. 
2. 

_3. 
4-. 

__ 5. 
6. 

__ 7. 

Use G.P. (go to lB) 
Talk w/staff 
Discu'3sed in lal'ge group 
Talked with wards 
Thought - no action 
Other attempted resolution 
No significantcompla1nts (go to 2) (Prot!') 

1B: (If G.P. is mentioned, probe for reason(s) for non use). 

1. 

2. 

3. 
1+. 

~_.5· 

Fear of stuff reaction 
No signif~cant grievance 
Work it out another way 
System lacks credibility 
Other (specify) 

lC: If G.P. not mention.ed - ask - "Have you thought about us!ng the Grievance 
Procedure?" (Probe for reason{s) why not) 

10: 
" 

f 

1. 
2. 
3. 
1+. 

__ 5. 

Fear of staff reaction 
Work it out another way 
System lacks credibility 
Don't make waves 
Other (spec ify ) 

If you were concerned about a mutual problem, would you a:'Fong with several 
other wards file a joint grievance? 

yes __ no (If no, why) 

f: Using the grIevance procedure, do you think you would feel comfortable 
1.(;\ 

1.1 f i 1 'ng: 

o 

i) 1. Most types of grievances 
2. Some types of grievances 
3. Few types of grievances 
1+. No grievances 

! 
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j/\. \:.11 II yO\; give me some examples 0': grievances you would generally feel 
comfortable in f1llng? (Specify complaint & code if appl icable) 

1. Policy/procedures 
2. Staff 

__ 3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 

Wards 
Points 
Application of POlicy/procedure 
Any type 

__ 7. other 
8. None 

36: Will you give me some examples of grIevances you would feel uncomfortable 
in filing? (Specify complaint & code If applicable) 

1. Wards 
2. Against staff 

__ 3. When in the wrong 
4. Any 

_5. '1'00 yetty 

I~A: Under the Grievance Procedure, how do you thfnkstaff feel toward wards 
fIling grievances? 

''1 

48: . What make~you say that? 

1. 
2. 

__ 3. 

4. 
__ 5. 

6. 

l. 

2. 

__ 3. 

LJ.. 
_5. 

6. 

Accept it 
Accept it, with some doubts 
Are suspicious Of it 

~Donlt want anything to do with it 
VDepends on individual staff 

Don't knool 

Don't care - theY'll always win 
Part of the Job - uon't care one way 

01' other 
Dislike "sho~ling power" / giving up 

authol'ity 
Depends on grievance and/or indo staff 
Staff don't like complainers/wards 

filing on them 
Dontt want to change 
Staff provide positive support 
Other 

9. No ansy/er/unclear 
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SA: In your opinion, if a ward filed a grievance today, do you thh,k It w'Juld 
eventually be worked out or settled fairly? 

58: 

6A: 

66: 

Yes No Sometimes Don't know 

Would you explain why you think that? 

Yes has before 

No 

__ set up that way 
__ staff/wards work it out 

other (specify) 

staff at fauit 
__ works that way 
__ other (specifYt 

Sometimes - depends on grievance and/or 
sta staff inv~lved 

Sometimes - other 

Dontt know - insufficient informat~on 
Don't know - other 

No answer 

In summary, based on what you know about the grievan: ) procedure on your 
hall, how useful do you think It is? 

1- Generally a useful system to re sol ve 
grievances 

2. A fair system that needs some impt'ove-
ment 

3. A PQor system that needs lot.s of im-
provement 

4. A bad system that should be dropped or 
replaced by bOmeth!ng else 

(If not already clear from past stateffi(1\1ts). What makes you say that? 
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How do you think the system could be improved? 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 
5· 
6. 

__ 7· 
8. 

__ 9. 

New staff 
Less staff control or more ward 

control 
OUtsiders 
Speed it up 
More training, etc. 
No change 
Don't know 
Other 
No answer' 




