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Complaint Resolution Program Discussion

SCENARIO ONE
PHILOSOPHY: ACA is information central for the public.  We provide resources and a list of the appropriate outside channels available to handle their complaints against camps.  
FOUNDATION:  Shares the same foundation as each of the scenarios; that is:

· The public WILL contact ACA with complaints about ACA camps and members.  We must have a plan of what to do with those complainants in place.

· All complaints dealing with issues related to potential child endangerment or abuse are immediately referred to the proper child protective services authorities.

· If a complaint is made against a camp that is NOT ACA-Accredited, the complainant will be provided with a list of resources available in their state.

· If a complaint is related to a mandatory ACA standard, then the Section will follow-up with an as-yet-to-be-determined process.

· ACA will continue to develop education pieces and training for camps to assist them in customer service, dealing with complaints from camp families, and conflict resolution.

· (Note the key questions about the Foundational issues found on the “Foundational Issues” document.)

ELEMENTS:
1. Complainant is immediately provided with a list of resources available in their state.  This would include agencies such as the health department, Better Business Bureau, Attorney General, etc. (Section offices and the National office will have this information so either can provide the resource.) This list of resources would be updated regularly for accuracy.
2. There is no longer a need for a “Complaint Resolution Chair” in the Section.
3. If a proper authority finds the camp “guilty” of something related to the statement of compliance for ACA-Accredited camps, then the complainant may re-contact ACA.  The Section will follow-up with an as-yet-to-be-determined process.
PRO

· ACA provides valuable information to the public in a timely, professional, structured manner.

· Fulfills the 501(c)3 mission of the association to provide support to the public.

· Does not duplicate the services available from third-parties (such as Better Business Bureau, and state agencies.)

· Responsibility is on the camp to resolve its own issues.

· Saves the volunteer and financial resources of the association. (However the compiling and updating of the resource list will take some time.)
· Consistent application across Sections.
· Simple.
· Gives camps the tools to solve their own issues.
CON

· Some may feel this is abdicating a perceived responsibility of ACA’s.
· Some may perceive that ACA is helping the public to “go after” camps (by providing information).
· ACA will no longer “track” the nature of complaints (but unsure if this is necessary anyway.)
KEY ISSUES/QUESTIONS:
· How will ACA respond to concerns that ACA is abdicating its responsibility to the public (since we accredit the camp in question)?
· What is the media risk of this approach?  (Following from the above key question.)
· Should ACA consider keeping a “log” of the types of complaints received with this scenario?  What would be the purpose of this log?  Is not having this information a “loss” to the association?
· Should staff at the Section and National office have specialized “training” in order to take these calls/emails/snail mails – in order to then give the public the resource list?
· Will members and the public see this as an ACA benefit/service?
· What are the other pros/cons of this approach?
INPUT FROM THE COUNCIL OF DELEGATES
· People want validation and to be heard.

· People would not have this with Scenario 1.

· Not an active plan (with ACA).

· Lose ability to track complaints in order to confront and educate for the future.

· What if the complaint is really serious?

· How would this affect the Code of Ethics (perhaps not at all?)

· Weak scenario

· Passes the buck

· Need to be more proactive

· Lose information as above – want to share with the Sections to be proactive

· Training is imperative 

· National’s role could be to help the Sections develop their localized lists of resources

· Lost the thread of info if the complainant goes elsewhere first.

· Would have to teach the public about how they would use the resources provided to them.  Who would help guide the complainant?

· Overall this is a weak scenario – we need to be more proactive

· Sections are the first line of contact and would want/need to provide more

· Step #3 means we may have to revisit the complaint, but we will have lost the thread

· Don’t forget that the current system actually works fairly well

