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H.R. 9400 would require that the Attorney General
deveiop mirnimum standards fcr inmate grievance mechanisms in
Federal and State correctiocnal institutions to include time
limits, staff and inmate participation, provision for
emergencies, prohibition against reprisals for filing
grievunces, and outside review. PFindings/Conclusions: The
Bureau of Prisons and most States have isplerented inmate
grievance mechanisms without comprehensive management
information systems which will tell them how well their
mechanisms are operating. The Bureau's management informetion
system is limited and is nct used to identify jroblaoms; .t
merely consists of logs of grievances filed and annual reports
showing the nuaber of each type of grievance filed at each
institntion and disposition of grievances by institution.
Officials in several States stated that there is a need for
monitoring and evaluating grievance mechanisms, and that a model
system adaptel to their operations would be desirable. The
Califorria Youtk Authority has been operating a comprehensive
management information system for assessing grievance mechanisas
vhich involves collecting monthly statistical data and
conducting sample interviews and administering questionnaires
and tests to staff and insates. Information cbtained may be used
to identify deviations from norams, determine perceptions and
knowledge of the system, detect problems, and provide evidence
supporting corrective action. Reccamendations: The Burean of
Prisons should adopt standards established for State
correctional systems and isplement a more comprehensive



management information syetem. The Bureau and the law
Enforcement Assistance Administration should jcintly levelop a
nodel management information systes which can ke adapted by the
States to assure them and the Attorney General that State
aechanisms e¢re meetling standards. (Author/HTK’
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Managers Need Comprehensive
Systems For Assessing

Effectiveness And Operation Of
Inmate Grievance Mechanisms

The Bureau of Prisons and most States
have implemented inmate grievance mech-
anisms without comprehensive manage-
ment information systems which will tell
them how well their mechanisms are oper-
ating. The deficiency limits the ability of
the Attorney General and corrections
officials te continually monitor the per-
formance of the inmate grievarice mech-
anisms and would also limit their ability
to determine whether anv standards estab-
lished pursuant to pending legislation are
being met.

GAQ recommends that the Attorney
General direct

--the Bureau of Prisons tc adopt the
standards established for State correc-
tional systems and implement a more
comprehensive management informa-
tion system to continually compare the
performance of its inmate grievancz
mechanism aga.nst those standards and

--the Bureau of Prisons and the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
to jointly develop a model management
information system which can be a-
dapted by the States to help them and
the Attorney General assure themselves
that the State mechanisms are meeting
the standards.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-171019

The Honorable Robert W. Kastenmeier

Chairman, Subcommittee on Courts, Civil
Liberties, and the Administration of Justice

Committee on the Judiciary

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Your subcommittee requested that we provide i%f with in-
formation developed in our review of inmate grievance mechan-
isms in Federal and State correctional institutions which
would assist the Committee on the Judiciary in its delibera-
tions on H.R. 9400. If enacted, H.R. 9400 woulé require that
the Attorney General develop minimum standards for inmate
grievance mechanisms to include time limits, staff and inmate
participation, provision for emergencies, prohibition against
reprisals for filing grievances, and outside review. The
bill provides that if “he Attorney General certifies that a
State is in compliance with the standards, the Federal courts
can require that inmates in that State exhaust the grievance
mechanism before their petitions will be heard by the courts.
GAO has not reviewed the merits of H.R. 9400 and has no com-
ment at this time on the bill beyond the remarks made in this
report.

We examined the inmate grievance mechanisms used by the
Bureau of Prisons and three States to determine how they as-
sess their effectiveness. Work was done at the Bureau's head-
quarters, two regional offices, and the correctional institu-
tion at Petersburg, Virginia; and in the States of California,
Minnesota, and New York. We reviewed records and discussed
the procedures and operations of the mechanisms with correc-
tional officials, staff, and inmates. In the course of our
work in Califernia, we obtained information on the management
system used by the California Youth Authority to monitor and
evalucte its grievance mechanism. We also sent letters to
the 43 States having inmate grievance mechanisms for adults
requesting information on how they assess the performance of
their mechanisms.

Our review shows that the Bureau of Pricfons and most
States have implemented 'nmate grievance mechanisms without
comprehensive management information systems which will tell
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them how well their mechanisms are operating. 1In our opin-
ion, this deficiency limits the ability of the Attorney Gen-
eral and corre~tions officials to continually monitor the
pPerformance of the inmate grievance mechanisms. The defi-
ciency would also limit their ability to determine whether
any standards established pursuant to H.R. 9400 are being
met.

The 3ureau's management information system provides
limited information on the operation of its grievance mech-
anism and is not used to identify problems. It merely con-
sists of (1) logs of each formal grievance filed showiang
its subject, type, disposition, and dates .iled and decided
and (2) Bureau-wide annual reports showing the number of
each type of grievance filed at each institution and the
disposition of all types of grievances by institution. We
founi no evidence that this raw data was pulled together
and inalyzed to identify problem areas such as timeliness.
Also, additional informatior needed to monitor responsive-
ness, staff and inmate participation, handling of emergen-
cies, and reprisals was not ga-hered. We found problems
which an adequate management information system couid have
identified. The American Civil Liberties Jnion, in another
study of the Bureau's processes, found similar problems.

Correctional officials in several States told us there
is a need for monitoring and evaluating inmate grievance
mechanisms, and that a model system which could be adapted
to their operations would be very desirable. Mine of the
21 States who responded to our letter indicated they had
Some measure to assess their mechanisms. Most were col-
lecting statistical data on the types of grievances filed
and their disposition. This type data was not generally
being analyzed and interpreted. Officials in three other
States said they had no monitoring and evaluation system.
The other nine States did not comment on how they assess
their mechanism.

The California Youth Authority has already demonstrated
that a comprehensive management information system for as-
Sessing inmate grievance mechanisms is feasible. Since 1.75
it has been operating a system in all of its institutions
which involves collecting monthly statistical data and inter-
viewing and administering questionnaires z2nd tests on a
sample basis to staff and inmates. Analysis of the resulting
information allows the agency to continually plot the per-
formance of the mechanism and identify significant deviations
from historical norms and to determine staff and inmate per-
ceptions and knowledge of the system. Agency officials said
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they use lhe analysis to detect local and systemwide prob-
lems for more detailed investigations and to provide hard
evidence supporting their conclusions and recommendations
for corrective action.

We concluded that the need exists for the development
of a model management information system which can be adapted
by the Rureau of Prisons and the States to continually assess
the extent to which they are in compliance with the standards
which the Attorney General may promulgate. While we realize
that F.R. 9400, if enacted, will not apply to the Bureau of
Prisons, we feel that it shculd meet the State standards in
furthering its objective to act as a model for the States.

We are recommending that the Attorney General direct

--the Bureau of Prisons to adcpt the standards estab-
lished for State correctional systems and implement
a more comprehensive management information system
to continuvally compare the performance of its inmate
grievance mechanism against those standards and

-—-the Bureau of Prisons and the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration to jointly develop a model
maragement information system which can be adapted
by the States to help them and the Attorney General
assure themselves that the State mechanisms are
meeting the scandards.

The Department of Justice was given an cpportunity to
comment on a draft of this report by letter dated October 4,
1977. Normally, the Department is given 45 days to commeat
on draft reports, but because of the need to issue this re-
port by October 14, 1977, the time we provided was reduced
to only 1 week. Agency Comments were not received within
the required time frame and, thus, could not be inccrporated
inte our final report.

Sincerely yours,

dwu .

Comptroller General
of the United States



APPENDIX I ' APPENDIX I

RESJLLS OF OUR REVIEW OF INMATE

GRIZVANCE MECHANISMS
INTRODUCTION

Within the last 5 years, the Bureau of Prisons (Bureau)
and most States 1/ implemented inmate grievance mechanisms.
The Bureau's mechanism is avai ble to all Federal prisoners.
Of the 50 States, 43 have griev. 1ce mechanisms for adult in-
mates and 23 for youth institutions. The State mechanisms
were available to 255,675 of 298,632 adult and youth inmates
in State institutions in June 1977.

Reasons for establishing grievance mechanisms in correc-
tional institutions include ~

--providing opportunities for all inmates to voice
grievances and receive official rosponses,

--reducing the amount of litigatiocn,

--aiding management in identifying institutional prob-
lems,

~=promoting justiée and fairness,
-~reducing inmate frustratién,
~-aiding inmate rehabilitation, and
--reducing viclence.

Inmates are voicing grievances

Statistics on the number of grievances filed by inmates
in Federal prisons and the three States we visited show that
inmates are willing to use the mechanisms. Grievances filed
by Federal inmates increased from 6,075 in 1975 to 9,330 in
1976. When compared to inmate population, every fourth in-
mate filed a grievance in 1975 but in 1976 every third in-
mate submitted a grievance. 1In 1976, 22,000 grievances were
filed as comparzd to a combined adult inmate population of
41,000 in the trkree States.

Y

1/More detailed information is contained in our report en-
titled "Grievance Mechanisms in State Correctional Insti-
tutions and Large-City Jails" (GGD-77-63), June 17, 1977.

1
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Rate of increase in litigation in
Federal courts has declined

While Federal and State inmate populations were increas-
ing, the rate at which inmates filed civil rights petitions
decreased during the period of time when most inmate griev-
ance mechanisms were being implemented. Although the number
of civil rights petitions filed in Federal courts by Federal
and Sftate inmates have steadily increased over the past 10
years, the rate of increase has declined. The rate of in-
crease between fiscal years 1972 and 1973 was 64 percent for
Federal prisoners and 25 percent for State prisoners; bue,

2tween fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the rate of increase had
dropped to 5 percent and 14 Percent, respectively.

Change in institution
policies and practices

Bureau officials told us that inmate complaints sub-
mitted through the grievance mechanism have not changed any
cverall Bureau policy. However, such grievances have re-

sulted in clarification and changes in institutional ruies
and practices related to

--religious activities,
--clothing issuance,
--handling legal mail,

--food services, and
-~allowable commissary items.

For example, at one jinstitution an inmate complained
that mail from his attorney had been opened by an institu-
tional official--a practice which violates Bureau policy.
The responsible official was relieved of his mail responsi-~
bilities and a memorandum was sent to all staff members re-
garding enforcement of the Bureau's mail policy.

Correctional officials in each of the three State we
visited gave credit to inmate grievances for changes in
departmental policies. During its first year of operations
in New York, the inmate grievance System resulted in at
least 11 new departmental directives. These new policies
affect such inmate concerns as inmate grooming standards,
correspondence, religious activities, and use of telephones,
In addition to departmental Policy, the grievances were

2
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credited with affecting local institutional rules in areas
of (1) shower privileges, (2) maximizing usage of vocational
shops, (3) expanding regulations to create a more relaxed
‘atmosphere, and (4) increasing commissary itums,

CORRECTIONAL AGENCIES LACK CAPABILITY TO
ASSESS GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS

Withir the last 5 years, the Federal Government and
most States have implemented inmate grievance mechanisms for
adults. But most of the correctional agencies do not have
comprehensive management information systems which they can
use to assess how well their mechanisms are operating. 1In
our opinion, this deficiency limits the ability of the At-
torney General and corrections official= *o ~ontinually
monitor the performance of the inmate grievance mechanisms,
The deficiency would alsoc limit their ability to determine
whether any standards establiched pursuant to H.R. 9400
are being met.

Correctional agencies need a continuing management in-
formation system to moniter and evaluate the effectiveness
of their mechanisms. Minimally, such a management informa-
tion system should be operated at both the institutional
and departmental levels and shculd measure the mechanisms'
operations and results. Information on the operation of
a mechanism pertains to the physical processing of griev-
ances and includes data on such measures as the number,
type, and disposition of grievances and adherence to time
limits. Data on results should provide information on mat-
ters such as changes in policy, reduced litigation, and
disciplinary activities.

In order to provide the information necessary to mea-
sure the operations and impact of a mechanism, management
should:

--Compile data on the operations of the mechanism
to determine (1) whether grievances are handled
within prescribed time limits, (2) that decisions
under the mechanism are carried out, (3) that no
reprisals occur as a result of submitting griev-
ances to the mechanism, and (4) that procedures
are adhered to.

--Maintain recérds for determining the impact of
the mechanism such as reduction of legal actions
and clarification and change in policies.
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--Interview institutional and departmental adminis-
trators to ascertain the extent of their knowledge
of and responsivenes to the mechanism.

--Interview or administer questionnaires to line staff,
e.g., correctional officers, to acertain data on
familiarity with and belief in the mechanism.

~~-Interview or administer questionnaires to inmates to
obtain their views and gereral knowledge of the mech-
anism and their willingness to use it,

Bureau lacks information
to evaluate mechanism

The Bureau's management information syscem provides
limited information on the operation of its grievance mech-
anism and is not used to identify problems. It merely con-
sists of (1) logs of each formal grievance filed showing its
subject, type, dispositior, and dates filed and decided, and
(2) Bureau-wide annual reports showing the number of each
tyne of grievance filed at each instituticn and the disposi-~
tion of all types of grievances by institution. We found no
evidence that this raw data was pulled together and analyzed
to identify problem areas such as timeliness. Also, addi-
tionol information needed to monitor responsiveness, staff
and inmate participation, handling of emergencies, and repri-
sals was not gathered. We found problems which an adequate
management information system could have identified. The
Ameri-~aa Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), in another study,
found similar problems.

Hcw the Bureau operates
1ts mechanism

The Bureau implemented an internal administrative renedy
procedure (mechanism) for hearing inmate grievances in Apri’
1974. The mechanism was established to serve the inmates,
the administration, and the courts. More specifically, the
Bureau wanted to

--provide inmates with a systematic procedure whereby
issues raised relating to their confinement would re-
ceive attention and a written response within a
short period of time,

--provide a means for continuous review of administra-
tive decisions and policies, and
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-~reduce the volume of suits filed in court and provide
a record of facts which could be used by the courts
if an inmate chose to petition the courts concerning
a grievance. .

The mechanism provides three levels of review for inmate comn-
plaints--in3titui "~nal, regional office, and central office.
The mechanism is a,_.licable to a broad range of issues and
provides for written responses within time limits. However,
it functions without irmate participation or outside review.

How the Bureau monitors
1ts mechanism

The Bureau does not have a structured information sys-
tem to provide data -or monitoring the operation of its
mechanism.

Its system consists of formal logs of grievaices filed
at the three organizational levels. These show the number
and types of grievances received and how they are resolved,
Reports are prepared from the logs which summarize this type
of information. We for=d no evidence that the logs or re-
ports are used to identify and analyze problem areas within
the mechanism. For example, the timeliness, fairness, and
satisfaction of its functioning are not measured. Moreover,
relevant information on matters rot specifically involving
grievance procedures such as litigation, clarification and
change 2f policy, and institutional climate are not deter-
mined.

The Bureau's system primarily provides for following up
on and respording to individual grievinces and general dis-
cussions on how the overall process is operating.

The warden at Petersburg told us his scrutiny of the
mechunism involves a review of individual grievances and
the formal log of grievances as well as discussion of the
mechanism at periodic general staff meetings. We believe
th:se “eview processes can provide useful general informa-
tion about the performance of the mechanism. But we also
believe that other information is needed to judge whether
the mechanism is functinning properly and to identify its
problems, successes, failures, and breakdowns.

At the southeast and northeast regional offices, the
investigation process for appeals filed at the region in-
volves little more than a comparison of the allegation in
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the complaints with the statements of institutioral offi-

cials. Regional officials told us that from time to time
they

~-ask institutions for additional facts and records
relating to an appeal,

-=contact institutions concerning improvements needed
in the quality of responses to grievances, and

--visit institucions to investigate and resolve in-
mates® grievances. (During the period July 1976 to
June 1977, two such vigsits were made.)

Officials said that inmates are rarely contacted during the
investigation.process.

At the central office in Washington, D.C., two officials
oversee the Bureau's mechanism at the 35 institutions and 5
regional offices. In calendar year 1976 the central office
handled 1,500 final inmate appeals. :

One official said that decisions and responses to the
majority of appeals are based on the responses from the in-
stitutions and regions although additional information is
sometimes obtained from these levels. EHowever, for appeals
concerning disciplinary matters, related records and reports
are requested from the institutions. He also said that in-
mates are never contacted nor are field visits made during
the investigation process.

An ofliciz] told us that visits are sometimes made
to selected regional offices and institutions to review
processed grievan~e forms for reasonableness and adequacy
of thejr responses to inmate grievances. He further said
that he visited 25 institutions during fiscal year 1975 and
2 institutions during fiscal year 1976 to check the quality

of responses. No trip report. or other summary data were
prepared to show other managers the results of these visits.

An official informed us that logs of grievances
received by the central office from institutions and regions
are simply edited for correctness of data on the subject
category and disposition codes of grievances. At least
annually, a statistical report is prepared from all logs
of grievances. The report recaps by institutions, regions,
and central office the number of grievances filed by the
subject category and disposition of the grievances.
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Problems the Bureauy's system
oes rot identlfy

The Bureau has not identified jrievance system probiems
because it is not collecting all needed data or using avail-
able information to assess the functioning ancé impact of
the mechanism. The Bureau does not systematically measure
Oor analyze the mechanisms' responsiveness, timeliness, opera-
tions, and staff and inmate perception of credibility, Also,
the Bureau does not determine the mechanisms' effects, such
as reduced litigation and clarification and change of
policies, rules, and regulations.

Timeliness is not monitored

In a Jimited test of appeals in one region and at the
central office, we found no evidence that the Bureau as-
sessed its timeliness in responding to appeals. We also
identified a number of instances when time limits were not
being met. : ’

We reviewed the appeals filed in the central office in
April 1977 and found a backlog of unanswered appeals ex-
tending past the set time limit. For the majority that were
answered, the time limit was not net. This data is shown
below.

Appeals Number Percent
Unanswered but cverdue as of July 21,

1977 19 A
Ansvered with late responses 100 59
Answered on time 52 39

Total | 17 100
3 —

The ACLU reported that the AvVerage time required by the
Bureau to exhaust grievances was generally ‘in excess of §
months. It believed that the greatest portion of this de-
lay could be attributable to the central office on the final
appeal. Thev found that some of the final appeals took as
long as 9 months before a response and that inmates were
told they should proceed to court if they were not satisfied
with the delay. They reported that the lengthy average time
required to exhaust administrative remedies (1) discourages
use of the mechanism and (2) renders it meaningless for cer-
tain categories of grievances.
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Responsiveness needs examination

Some of the inmates we interviewed who had filed
grievances were dissatisfied with the responsiveness of the
mechanism because they did not believe that institution offi-
cials had adequately considered all facts associated with
their grievances. Inmates also told us that they and others
distrust the mechanism because inmates are not contacted
during the investigation process to orally expand upon the
issues involved. Since the educational level of some inmates
prevents them from clearly articulating their grievances in
writing .and since institution officials do not talk to them,
some means is needed to assess the responsiveness of the
mechanism.

Operations could be improved

The staff we interviewed generally agreed that they
and the inmates needed periodic refresher training concern-
ing the objective and operations of the mechanism. Also,
25 of the 40. inmates we intecrviewed said they received no
training in using the mechanism when they first arrived at
the institution.

In 1974 the Bureau started a program to inform employees
and inmates of the then new grievance mechanism. While the
course outline suggested several approaches to notify inmates
-of the mechanism, it cautioned that use of the mechanism
should not be overly encouraged or that the procedural de-
tails be spelled out. We attended one of the orientation
programs for newly arrived inmates at Petersburg. The session
on the grievance mecharism lasted abrut 5 minutes and was im-
promptu; i.e., there was no lesson plan. In our opinion, not
enough information was given to insure that the intent and
procedures of the mechanism were well understood.

Some inmates said that grievance forms were sometimes
difficult to obtain from officials designated to dispense
them and occasionally the official tefused to issue the form.
The ACLU also cited problems encountered by inmates in ob-
taining the forms.

Additionally, the ACLU commented on the lack of an
effective system of indexing the decisions of grievances
at the institutional, regional, and national .evels and
outlined the benefits to be gained from indexing, as
follows:
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--The nunber of grievances by inmates would probably be
reduced because they would know how a given factual
problem was decided in the past.

-~Bureau officials would be able to spot problems
that affect a large number of inmates, investigate
apparent problem areas more thoroughly ‘and take
broader corrective action.

-=-Administrators would have ar indexing system to work

from in order to respond to grievances in the con-
sistent manner due process requires,

States genera.ly need systems for
monitoring and evaluating effectiveness

and operations of grievance mechanisms

Correctional officials in several Stzces told us there
is a need for monitoring and evaluating inmate grievance
mechanisms, and that a model sy=tem which could be adapted
to their operations would be very desirable. Nine of the
21 States who responded to our letter indicated they had
some measure to assess their mechanisms. Most were collect-
ing statistical data on the types of grievances filed and
their disposition. This type of data was not generally
being analyzed and interpreted. Officials in three other
States said they had no monitoring and evaluation system.
The other nine States did not comment. on how they assess
their mechanisms.

Each of the three States.visited was accumulating some
statistical data and periodically reporting the information
to correctional administrators. State officials said they
were .nterested in enhancing the evaluative process for
monitoring their mechanisms. An official said that plans
are being developed in her state to devise an effective
monitoring system which would provide, among other things,
statistical summaries and trend analyses so a more accurate
agssessment of problem areas could be accomplished. Correc-
tional officials in the three States told us that a model
system for assessing mechanisms would be very helpful.

Several other State officials indicated a strong inter-
est in promoting the development of a model monitoring and
evaluation system which could be adapted to their grievance
mechanism, Some of their comments follow.
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"It is the feeling of those of us within this
Department who are concerned with our prisoner
grievance mechanism, that an effective system of
monitoring is not only desirable but necessary.

* * * Without some simple way to administer [an]
effective monitoring technique at the Central
Office level that job becomes almost impossible.

"Our monitoring, at this point, is largely statis-
tical in nature and this provides more quantative
rather than qualitative information to the Secre-
tary and to the people responsible for the manage-
ment of the institutions. We have recognized the
need for some basic guidelines with which tn
operate our grievance problem [program] and have
done some very preliminary planning in that area
but like so many other states, we would have dif-
ficulty in assigning funds and manpower to such a
project in the face of other pressing priorities.

"The development of an effective monitoring or
evaluaticn technique for grievance mechanisms
would indeed be a most useful and valuable con-
tribution to present day correctional manage-
ment, * * **¢

"In answer to your question as to the need of

an information system to assess the effective-
ness of grievance mechanisms, I most definitely
see a need for such a system. Frankly, I be-
lieve that too many of the projects planned for
and implemented by correctional agencies are not
being properly evaluated. In that the inmate
grievance mechanism potentially affects every
aspect of our operation, it is absolutely essen-
tial that a valid evaluation be conducted."

"There is need for developing ‘a model system
for use in assessing grievance and the k2y ele=
ments it should provide, * * *¢

"* * * We feel that a monitoring and evaluation
system is an important component in an inmate
grievance mechanism. So far, we have done little
to develop such a system, however. * * *"

10
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"* * * we feel that it wouid be very helpful
to have a model system for use in assessing
grievance mechanisms."

"While we do not have an information system for
monitoring and evaluating our grievance mechanisms,
we certainrly agree that there is a need for one.

* * * the development of a model grievance evalua-
tion monitoring system would be helpful."

Actions taken by the California Youth
Authority show that grievance mechanisms
can be monitored

The California Youth Authority has incorporated a
monitoring and evaluating component into its ir .ate
grievance mechanism at all of its institutions. The agency's
information system incorporates

~-collecting and computerizing statistical data monthly,

-—conducting structured and nonstructured interviews
with staff and inmates, and

--administering questionnaires and tests to staff and
inmates.

Evaluating and analyzing information obtained through the
abouve sources allows the agency to identify trends; detect
deviations from establis!ed norms; determine staff and in-
mate perception and knowledge of the system; determine
whether concentrated monitoring and analysis is needed in
specific problem areas; and identify, document, and resolve
system problems. The Bureau and the other States do not
have such a system.

In one instance, California Youth Authority headquarters
officials, by evaluating statistical data, detected an in-
crease i. the percentage of inmate grievances withdrawn at
two reception centers. At one institution, grievances with-
drawn increased from 15 percent to 30 percent while the
other institution had an increase from 8 percent upward to
20 percent, Officials found that, because inmates were
transferred to other institutions immediately after their
orientation, institution o%*ficials were sitting on the
grievances until the inmates were transferred. The problem
was corrected and the number of grievances withdrawn re-
verted to the norm.

11
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Analysis of management data and an investigation by
headquarters officials also revealed that inmates at one
institution were abusing the provision feor emergency
grievances. The data showed that 60 percent. of the emergency
grievances were being denied as emergencies at an institu-
tion. The investigation revealed that the superintendent had
responded immediately to grievances which were not justifi-
able emergencies rather than returning the grievances for
normal processing. The investigating official concluded
that the inmates had interpreted the superintendent's ac-
tions as encouraging them to abuse the emergency procedure.

According to officials at two of the agency's institu-
tions, the centralized monitoring and evaluating system
demonstrates the agency's ongoing priority and commitment
to the success of the inmate grievance system. They said
it precludes the institutions from becoming complacent and
taking short cuts in the system's procedures which would
tend to undermine the griev7ance mechanism.

Each institution also has its own monitoring and
evaluating system which officials have used to identify
and correct grievance system problems. For example,
Structured interviews with inmates at one institution indi-
rated that they lacked basic knowledge about the grievance
system. Based upon the interviews, the institution's
grievance coordinator =aid he attended a training session
at the living unit and determined that it was inadeguate
in its quality and the amount of time devoted to the griev-
ance procedure. The training weaknesses were discussed
with the living-unit manager who agreei to improve the
training. Sulsequent discussions with staff and inmates
indicated that needed improvements to the training program
were in fact implemented.

Using the system data, officials at another institution
found that time limits for responses were exceeded on 170
of 398 grievances during a 6-month period. According to an
official, after the matter was discussed with the responsible
staff, the number of late responses was reduced by almost
60 percent during the next 6 months.

CONCLUSIONS

The Bureau and the States need comprehensive systems
to continually assess the effectiveness and operation of
their grievance mechanisms. There is a growing awareness
of this need for management information systems to provide
correctional administrators with continuous feedback on

12
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the accessitility, utility, efficiency, effectiveness, and
impact of. mzchanisms in resolving inmate grievances. H.R.

9400, 'f eaacted, will place even greater emphasis on as-
suring th: effectiveness of grievance mechanisms.

We believe a model management information system would
be useful to correction agencies in monitoring the opera-
tion of inmate grievance mechanisms and evaluating their
impact.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Attorney General direct

--the Bureau of Prisons to adopt the standards e-tab~"
lished for State corr:ctional systems and implement
a more comprehensive management information system
to compare continually the performance of its in-
mate grievance mechanism against those standards
and

--the Bureau of Prisons and the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration to develop jointly a model manage-
ment information system which can be adapted by the
States to help them and the Attorney General assure
themselves that the State mechanisms are meeting the
standards.
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