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Complaint Resolution Program Discussion

SCENARIO FIVE
PHILOSOPHY: ACA provides a “Customer Service” program for complainants at the National level only.  A small group of specially trained staff and volunteers oversees the entire service.
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. If a complaint is made against an ACA camp or member, the complainant is referred to National where a small group of specially trained staff and volunteers will respond to the complaint based upon experience and training.
2. Camps are encouraged to resolved their own issues with their families.
3. ACA’s trained group will attempt to “negotiate” resolution.
4. If no resolution can be agreed upon, ACA ends its service.
PRO

· Small group of specially trained individuals handles all matters.
· Consistency in application.

· Possibility for timely response.

· Offers the public and camps the chance to “be heard”

· Removes “ethics” and “accreditation” from resolution of conflicts

· Fulfills the 501(c)3 Mission of the association
· Local/regional person knows all the players – is this good or bad?
· Eliminating section involvement can be a good thing to give that consistency and eliminate the burden at the section; however less personal
· Some sections already go to national
· This scenario does not rely on a volunteer who may leave
· Eliminates the possibility of gossip if discusses at the section board level
CON

· Need for specially trained group.
· Eliminates Section involvement.
· Potential for misunderstanding about what authority this small group of individuals has.
· Potential for increased work for a very small group.
· “Big brother” potential allegation by camps.
· Local/regional person knows all the players – is this good or bad?
· Why should “my” section pay for a service that we do not need?
KEY ISSUES/QUESTIONS

· What “sanctions” should the small group be allowed to impose?  Which authoritative body needs to grant this group this “power” (e.g.,  National Board, Council of Delegates)?  Is the imposing of sanctions even needed?
· What competencies would be needed to serve on this group?  What resources and support would this group need?
· Who would appoint this group? How are they evaluated?
· Will ACA camps and the public see this as a benefit/service?

· If a Section gets a call and believes it may be able to quickly help resolve something, should they do that instead of always referring to National?  If so, then are we creating another process that needs structure? 

· What policy/requirement would “make” camps respond to this group’s authority?
· Other pros/cons for this scenario?

INPUT FROM COUNCIL OF DELEGATES
· Not in favor of 5!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

· Like the current system of scenario 4 but like the addition of a support team

· Ethical vs operational

· Liked 5  - however pros/cons

· All the scenarios comments: process needs to be transparent and user friendly to the complainant

· Education: sections knowing what to say and the procedures and lessons learned

· Add to the scenario “if both parties are desirous of the service”

· Could this service be a benefit even to those agency camps that already have internal processes – or is it a burden more than a service? 

· Who are these “national “ people – are they in Indiana?  Disconnect?

· Could these “national” people be located regionally?

· Desire for a local person… could potentially get things resolved…. But also a con

· Some cases – pro to eliminate the section involvement – but less personal

· Pro – some sections already go directly to national anyway

· Sections would not have to rely on a volunteer – turnover issues

· Eliminate possibility for gossip

· Con – for a section with few complaints – why should we have to pay for this service

· Think 5 is not reliable option

· Look at resources – minimal complaints right now.  Most complaints are service related or financial concerns

· Mission – provide resources – then do we want to spend $$ on this resolution

· Needs to be a process and training

· Need for early resolution: camp – section – national

· Does provide consistency

· Brought a level of professionalism

· Eliminates perception that sections are “for” the camps

· More impartial third party

· Clarity upfront is important

· Enforcement?

· Sanctions?  Should be allowed to remove accred – at least go through a process

· Pro – people are familiar with camps – but not “in” camp 

· Legal issues – where does that leave ACA?

· Need policies in place

· Would parents be asked to sign away their right to litigation?

