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Introduction 

Ladies and Gentlemen, thank you for the opportunity to talk to you about how my partner and I approach the task of assisting those responsible for organizations to address the question:

‘Can my organization demonstrate it has reduced the risk of abuse and achieved protectiveness’?

There are obvious moral reasons why organizations need to reduce abuse, neglect and harm and need to provide protective environments for vulnerable consumers.  These days, a strong business case also exists.  By this, I mean that:  

· There can be substantial legal and financial consequences for organizations and individuals found negligent if abuse or harm occurs;

· Insurance premiums might be reduced;

· A stronger case for funding can be made if good risk management practices are demonstrated.

The Courts are making it clear that good intent is not a sufficient defense against negligence.  Consider these examples:

· A Court’s decision to fine an Anglican diocese in Queensland $834,000 after it found it liable for the sexual abuse of a student. Half of the $834,000 was punitive, a consequence to a finding of negligence (2001);

· In June 2003 a school was sued by a 21 year old woman who was a victim of bullying when she was a student.  The Court awarded the young woman $73,000.

The approach I outline today is based on our experience and is built on several beliefs.  

Beliefs 

· There needs to be a partnership between the leaders of the organization and the staff.  This partnership is critical in reducing risk of abuse, neglect and harm and increasing protectiveness in the organization.  

· Most people have some knowledge about abuse, risk of harm and how to make their organization or service delivery environment safer.  

· If you reduce the opportunities for false (or vexatious) allegations of abuse against staff you will create a more protective environment for staff and for service recipients.

· There is rarely the opportunity for people to explore and deepen their knowledge about abuse or turn it into actions for the benefit of others and their organization.

· Best practice does not emerge in organizations if it is driven solely from the ‘top down’.

Archbold Budiselik & Associates was established in 2001 to work with organizations to achieve the following:

· Raise awareness about abuse, neglect and risk of harm;
· Identify and reduce abuse and neglect risk and risk of harm for    children and vulnerable people;

· Increase the protectiveness of organizations.

To date we have worked with 16 organizations,  

Recently we have been contracted to provide the service to a Western Australian disabilities service provider.  Our work complements the organization’s endeavors to comply with the 9th standard for providers in Western Australia which is ‘protection of human rights and freedom from abuse and neglect’.  

We did not develop the model to address the 9th standard, but we believe our model is applicable to disability organizations.

Framework for the Model

The framework we’ve developed is based on the understanding that: 

Protective organizations have common and lasting characteristics. 

Particular risks change over time.

We have identified 8 characteristics (Budiselik 2002) that we consider are common to organizations which are protective of consumers and staff.  These are:

· Concerned Organizational Leadership.

· Targeted Human Resource Activities and Procedures.

· Effective Engagement of Consumers/Program Participants and their Guardians.
· Participative Risk Management.

· Transparent and Available Policy and Procedure.

· Adequate Documentation.

· Active planning for improvement.

· Monitoring systems.

The first five characteristics can be tested by the last three.  Let me give you an example of this:  

	
	Adequate Documentation
	Active Planning for Improvement
	Monitoring Systems

	Concerned Organizational Leadership
	
	
	

	Targeted Human Resources Activities and Procedures
	
	
	

	Effective Engagement of Consumers, Program Participants and their Guardians
	
	
	

	Participative Risk Management
	
	
	

	Transparent and Available Policy and Procedure
	
	
	


Each cell represents the opportunity for a question.  Take concerned organizational leadership for example.  Questions are:  

· Is there adequate documentation about concerned organizational leadership to reduce risk and promote protectiveness?  

· Is there active planning for improvement for concerned organizational leadership to reduce risk and promote protectiveness?  

· Is concerned organizational leadership to reduce risk and promote protectiveness monitored? 

And so on.  The process we use reflects these characteristics and I’ll come back to the characteristics later and explain how we use them.

Steps in the process.

1. First, we make it clear when we work with an organization that it is pointless to proceed if the work is not supported and owned by the Chief Executive Officer and the person in charge of the area.  
2. Second, we ask the Chief Executive and the leadership team to provide us with the organization’s documentation that they would rely on if they were required to demonstrate the organization’s commitment to abuse risk reduction and protectiveness. 

We read the documentation at the outset of the process, test it against criteria we have developed and form a view about whether or not, on paper at least, the organization is dealing with the issues. 

3. Third, we ask to brief staff in groups of up to 30 or 40, depending on the size of the organization about the ‘abuse risk and protectiveness project’.  The staff briefing starts people thinking about abuse, risk of harm and our process.  The briefings make the following explicit:

· The process is being undertaken at the request of the Chief Executive and their leadership team, they are giving explicit permission for staff to talk about issues of abuse and risk and the quality of what we do is completely dependant on staff participation;

· That we are not looking to ‘uncover’ abuse, our concern is about the future and reducing risks of harm and making sure the organization is as safe as possible.  However if abuse was uncovered it would be reported within the organization and we would need to be satisfied it was being handled responsibly;

· The organization is putting its money into the process not because anyone has told it to or because there is a fear about current abuse, but because the leadership of the organization wants the organization to be as safe as possible for consumers and staff.
Within the briefing we engage staff in discussion and develop a model of causes of abuse in organizations.

4. The fourth stage in our process is to interview staff. The interviews are conversational and start by getting a good idea of where the person fits in to the organization and their own experience in being recruited, orientated, inducted and supervised.  These conversations are commenced by broad questions that generally get people talking quite easily.  The purpose of the interviews is to derive staff identified risk of abuse, neglect and harm for consumers and risks for themselves.
5. The fifth stage of the process is to tour the service delivery site.  It is usual that in the interviews, staff will have identified physical areas of concern and it is useful for us to look at those sites.  

6. The sixth stage of the process after the documentation review, interviews, and a tour of the service delivery sites is to develop a document entitled ‘themes of risk’ and then to test this document with the CEO and leadership team.  

7. The seventh stage of the process is to meet with groups of staff (generally staff who have not been interviewed) and engage them in getting their advice about the best way to reduce or eliminate the risks identified by their colleagues through the interviews.  We also use the group to test whether we have accurately described staff concerns.  Generally we find, if we’ve done our work properly, staff are ‘excited’ that they are seeing the risks deduced from their colleagues via interviews written down.  The language and the issues are theirs.

For example, among many, below are some of the theme of risk headings that have emerged from staff interviews:

· Training, Support and Preparation for Staff

· Staff having poor knowledge of the organization’s code of conduct and other Policies relevant to their job role

· Absence of Complaints and Grievance Procedures for staff  and consumers

· Community location of workplace

· Physical Layout of workplace

8. The eighth step in the process is to develop the document by including staff recommendations to reduce or eliminate the risks identified. 

This is the end of the first part of the process which identifies and ameliorates risk of abuse, neglect and harm.  The next part of the process deals with protectiveness.

9. The ninth step is a workshop with the Chief Executive and leadership team where they are provided with the opportunity to develop additional initiatives consistent with the characteristics of a protective organization.  

	
	Adequate Documentation
	Active Planning for Improvement
	Monitoring Systems

	Concerned Organizational Leadership
	
	
	

	Targeted Human Resources Activities and Procedures
	
	
	

	Effective Engagement of Consumers, Program Participants and their Guardians
	
	
	

	Participative Risk Management
	
	
	

	Transparent and Available Policy and Procedure
	
	
	


In our experience only simple facilitation is required – for example, by posing questions, allowing some unstructured discussion in sub groups and then listing and grouping their responses into actions.  

10. The tenth step is to bring together all the various threads of the work into a report, attach a monitoring sheet and present it to the Chief Executive Officer.  

As we incorporate material from the all the steps of the process we take the staff identified strategies and leadership initiatives and develop a set of protective strategies.  

We fit all of the strategies under the protective characteristics heading because we take the view that the risk descriptions will change over time and new risks will emerge, however the characteristics are enduring.  
11. The eleventh step is to support the Chief Executive Officer with support as they present their report to staff and board.  The point being it was the Chief Executive Officer’s commission and it his or her report.

12. The twelfth step is to reapproach the organization 18 months after the process has concluded and to open a discussion about whether the organization can sign off that the recommendations have been implemented or addressed.  

Conclusion

The process outlined is effective.  It takes a traditional problem solving approach to making an organization safer.  It also relies on an understanding of organizational and group dynamics.

In our experience, we have found the approach has worked well.  Leaders and staff have accepted the challenges we present, have worked diligently to identify the risks in their organisations and have typically developed practical and creative solutions which meet the needs of their consumers, staff and workplaces.
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