


>>> Martin Wafts <> 


Friday, 25 May 2001 13:39:29 >>> 


Dear Brian, Please would you advise me as to what you meant by qualified privilege in your


determination of the Grievance in January 2000. 


Kind regards 


Martin Watts








From:	Sally Gordon


To:	Martin Watts


Date:	28/05/2001 12:47:56


Subject:	Re: QP	





Dear Martin,





You are, no doubt, aware that the Grievance Enquiry Team which reported on 18 January 2000,


recommended that "complete copies of this report be given to Ms Simundic, Ms Gaha and Prof 


Rarnsland. Consideration should also be given to providing copies to Prof Foreman and to Ms Amie 


Grierson of NUSA, Ms Simundic having consulted at length with both of these people as the matter


proceeded." I did not accept this recommendation as I judged that distribution of the full report would 


not assist in resolving the various issues dealt with in it,





On 19 January I met with Ms Gaha and discussed the report, explained my initial reaction to it and told 


Ms Gaha that I did not intend to distribute the full report as recommended by the team. However, I


would, as advised by the (then) University Legal Liaison Officer give full copies to Ms Simundic and Ms


Gaha under qualified privilege. I had a similar meeting with Ms Simundic and her supporter/advisor 


Ms Arnie Grierson on 28 January 2000.





It is my understanding that qualified privilege applies when the person making a statement/sharing a


document has an interest or a duty (legal or moral) to make the statement, and the person receiving it


has an interest or duty which basically corresponds to the first interest. My interest in this case was to 


show the principals the full matters contained in the report on which I based my final determination, 


and to help, as I hoped, them to see that my determination was more about moving forward than


appropriating blame.





In sharing the document with both Ms Gaha and Ms Simundic I explained the general nature of 


qualified privilege to both Ms Gaha and Ms Simundic as each of them needing to know the full 


contents of the report in order to assist them to appreciate my final determination. I encouraged each


of them to focus on the final determination not the specifics of the Grievance Enquiry Team report. I 


asked them not to share the full report with anyone other than their advisors (eg. counsellors) and to


read my final determination carefully in relation to the full report. I did not ask for any restriction on my


final determination.





During the same week, I am not sure of the exact date, I also met with Prof Rarnsland and discussed 


the broad tenor of the full report and told him I would give him a copy of my determination. I released 


copies only of my determination to Prof Rarnsland, Prof Foreman and Ms Grierson.





I hope that this note, based partly upon documents prepared at the time, my diary and my recollection


of conversations is of assistance.





Brian English


Deputy Vice�Chancellor











Date: Thursday, July 19, 2001 5:00 PM


To: Phill Foreman 


Cc: David Powis (Head of Gosford Grievance)


Subject: Unprofessional treatment towards the student of Swrk that started on Sept '98 and still continues





Gosford Grievance Lodged on February 20th 2001.       Today is July 19th 2001. 


 


The UNIVERSITY of NEWCASTLE


16 January 2000


Report of the investigation into the grievance by Ms Vesna Simundic 


against the Department of Social Work





5.4 The time taken to investigate this grievance


5.4.1 This grievance has taken an inordinate length of time to proceed from its lodgement to the submission of this report. 


All eight members of the grievance panel, from which the teams are drawn, are aware that it can be difficult to draw together a grievance enquiry team at short notice. All eight members have great demands on their time, and must reserve the right to declare themselves unavailable for an enquiry at a particular time. 


5.4.2 In view of this difficulty, and of its impact on this particular grievance, the team strongly recommends that the university consider expanding the grievance panel to ten or twelve members, to ease the university grievance officer's burden and to reduce the chances of a recurrence of this sort of delay.


end of report





NO REPLY FROM PROFESSOR POWIS





Professor Brian English


Deputy Vice-Chancellor





University Drive, Callaghan


NSW 2308 Australia


Telephone: + 61 2 4921 5114


Facsimile: + 61 2 4921 7060


Email: deputy-vc@newcastle.edu.au





30 July, 2001





Dear Vesna,





	I have now received the report from the Grievance Enquiry team. The enquiry was a long and exhaustive one. After careful consideration of the report, I have accepted their findings.





	A summary of those findings is attached.


			Yours sincerely,





			BRIAN ENGLISH


			DEPUTY VICE-CHANCELLOR.





Attached








THE UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE





Grievance: Ms V Simundic and the Department of Social Work





2.0	EXECUTIVE STATEMENT





2.1	COMPLAINT 1: FAILURE IN PLACEMENT





2.1.1	Part (i) – Alleged Breach of Confidentiality and Prejudice





The GET was unable to reach agreement as to whether the distribution of the 1999 Field Educator’s report to Ms Baker constituted a breach of confidentiality.


The GET did not find any evidence that either the members of the Department of Social Work or the Field educators had acted in an unprofessional or prejudicial way during the make-up placement at Gosford Hospital.





Part (ii) – Conduct of Field Educators





The GET was unable to make a recommendation specific to this complaint.


However no evidence was presented by the grievant to indicate that the Field Educators had acted in an unprofessional or prejudicial way during the placement.





Part (iii) – Nature of Placement





The GET rejected this complain


In addition, the GET had no evidence to imply that Ms Simundic received inadequate professional supervision.





Part (iv) – Mid-Placement Review


The GET was unable to adjudicate whether the assessment at the mid-placement review were accurate and fair. This is an academic judgement that is outside the GET’s expertise.


Notwithstanding the above, the GET considers that the documentation process associated with the mid-placement review of students, and which are outlined in the FEH 1999 and FEH 2001, are both unclear and unsatisfactory.


The GET strongly recommends that when deficiencies in the achievement of Learning Goals are identified at the mid-placement review, the student is advised in writing by the Liaison Person.





Part (v) – End of Placement Review





Although the process of documenting the progress of students during their field placements appears to be flawed, the GET did not identify any conclusive evidence that this was a significant in the outcome of Ms Simundic’s placement.                                                 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEWCASTLE


Grievance: Ms V Simundic and the Department of Social Work





The GET did not identify that either the members of the Department of Social Work or the Field Educators had acted in a discriminatory, biased or abusive manner during the placement.                                                                                                                   


The GET was unable to judge whether the Field educators’ end-of-placement report was incomplete or inaccurate.





COMPLAINT 2: DOCUMENTATION CONTAINED IN DEPARTMENTAL FILE





This complaint was rejected.


The GET took the view that the documents sought by Ms Simundic should not have been included in the departmental file.





COMPLAINT 3: FAILURE IN ESSAY COMPONENT OF SWRK410





The GET rejected this complain.


The GET was not convinced that the version of the essay submitted by the grievant to the GET was the one marked by Dr Gibbons.








      FROM:   vesna


       DATE:  Tuesday, August 21, 2001 2:39 PM


           TO:   Maryanne Cartwright <Maryanne.Cartwright@newcastle.edu.au>


           CC:   Susan O'Connor <Susan.O'Connor@newcastle.edu.au>


SUBJECT:  Grievance


  ATTACH:   July 30 ’01 Gosford Grievance Investigation and DVC Decision





Dear Ms Cartwright & Ms O'Connor


 


On the July 30th I have received Grievance Investigation and recommendation from the DVC Prof Brian English (attachment enclosed).


 


May I ask you please, is this - page and a half - of the Grievance Enquiry Report, the summary / statement you two stand behind? I have no intention to debate with you or try to challenge your opinion. However, with the documents I have enclosed to GET, I found hard to believe that you two are part of this injustice.  


 


In any case, what ever your answer would be, thank you for your attention regardless to this issue.


 


Vesna 





          FROM:  Brian English


           DATE:  Wednesday, August 29, 2001 1:46 PM         


                TO:  Vesna


     SUBJECT:  Grievance





Dear Ms Simundic,��I understand that you have contacted some members of the Grievance Enquiry Team to ask whether or not they support the views/findings contained in the summary which was sent to you from my office on 30 July, 2001.��I can assure you that the findings of the Team were unanimous and that the summary of their report is accurate.��Yours sincerely,��Brian English�Deputy Vice-Chancellor





March 2002


From: Martin J. Watts   


To: Vesna


Dear Vesna, I resigned from the GET which was set up to investigate 


your grievance, prior to the submission of its Final Report. The GET 


for your grievance in 2001 has been disbanded. I would suggest that


you pursue your enquiries through other channels..


Kind regards, Martin





  Martin J. Watts   


  Associate Professor of Economics





Sunday, April 14, 2002





Ms Susan Beach


Director


Vice-Chancellor Division - Legal Unit


University Drive Callaghan





Dear Ms Beach





This letter came as a result of the conversation between Ms Nannette Bryant from the University Counseling Service and me. Issues of a great concern have emerged and after seeking professional medical advice I am told that the University Legal Officer should reply to this letter. 





Those issues raised in this email are separate from the issues we try to solve through the ADB.





May I ask for your response please?





Thank you in advance





Vesna





1. Incorrect and defamatory entries in the file under my name kept in the Counseling Service 





I went to see Nannette Bryant following referral from the DVC Prof English whom I approached for the help and advice. By the end of the first appointment with Nannette (where I had to explain what has happen in the office with Ms Flynn, how I felt and reacted on the verbal and emotional abuse) Nannette’s statement was: Vesna, what you went through is the Trauma caused by very unprofessional approach from Ms Flynn. 





On my request the copy of the notes Nannette has taken during our sessions were forward to me. After examining ‘my notes’ I have made an appointment with Nannette and asked her to explain to me statements that are missing as well as the incorrect statements she added / wrote in file she has ‘taken’ after our meetings.





The statement - Trauma - I did not find in the copy of the report she has forwarded it to me. I asked Nannette why that statement – her statement - is not in my file and does she remember saying it to me? Nannette told me that she does remember very well but that is her style of writing and she chooses what she will write in the notes and what she will not. As a student of Social Work who was enrolled in the 4th year and had contact with the patients during my placements and read the Policy what you HAVE to write and what not, this statement that came from the Director of the Counseling Service, social worker herself, was appalling apart from being unprofessional and incorrect.





The second concern was the word I have never said to Ms Bryant, nor she used in the conversation with me and that was the word Psychiatrist. This word that never were used in our verbal interactions suddenly appeared in my file. Again I asked Nannette how she can use the word I have never stated, the word Psychiatrist - and write in my file claiming that we discussed this as an option, (the Doctor is the word I used for anyone in the medical profession).  I asked her is she sure that I have said that? Her reply was most unusual: Vesna that is my style of writing that is how I write in every file. 





Relaying on the Policy in the University, whether Policy is carried out or not, none of us cannot see any other confidential file.  So, it looks like that we have to take Ms Bryant’s word for granted, something I do not feel confident about.





2. Breach of Confidentiality





I am informed that prior my first session with Nannette Bryant, my file in the Dep. of Social Work with an allegation against Ms Flynn and all the confidential documents related to Swrk Degree were available to Ms Bryant.





Neither Ms Cheong nor me were informed about this decision or asked for the permission. May I ask you to investigate this and to respond please?





If your investigation lucks in the evidence, please do not hesitate to contact me. I might be able to help.





3 Medical Negligence and the failure in the Duty of Care





I refer to email exchange between Nannette and me, attachment enclosed, where I explicitly requested from Ms Bryant to inform the DVC Prof English about her statement that the verbal and emotional abuse I went through with Ms Flynn culminated till the point of Trauma. Nannette’s reply was that she would convey to the DVC what she has told me as well as the fact that I do not have money for the counseling. 





The reason behind my decision to terminate appointments with Ms Bryant was her statements: “Vesna, this is the crime and I do not want to be involved in this. You have to find someone else. I can not offer you the counseling more than once every fortnight, neither me or my staff from the counseling service.” After that my decision was to leave and rely on my peer support group: social workers and students of social work.





For all this time I have never had any response in relationship with the financial assistance for the counseling I urgently needed (and still need) neither from the DVC Prof English or lecturers from Dep. of social work ‘professionals’ who counsel Trauma victims on a daily basis.  I told Nannette if she was not willing to be “involved” and provide appropriate service to me did she inform the DVC about abuse, who is responsible and who should pay counseling expenses?





Again I was taken aback by her response: “Vesna I do not remember did I told Bryan about abuse and who should pay counseling for you.” I asked Nannette does she understand how serious and urgent professional help I needed as a Trauma Victim or maybe she is not sure that the Trauma was what I went through. She told me: “It was the Trauma as I told you after the first counseling session but I also told you to understand my position and how confronting this is for me. I told you I do not wish to be involved in this”. 





With who ever I talked to response is the same. This is about


- Systematic abuse 


- Medical Negligence


- Breach of Duty of Care 


- Lack in professionalism 


- University passive approach and ignorance towards abuse and discrimination


- Victimization of student who reported abuse


- Abuse of Power


- Breach of Confidentiality in the Social Work Department 


- Breach of Confidentiality in the University


- Serious lack in supervision towards lecturers / social workers who work as an educators and as councilors.


- Serious concerns about the quality of service Social Work Department provide to students.





I understand this matter as a culmination of all concerns towards the quality of the service I have paid University for and was entitled to receive. In the same time I was confronted with and was force to accept the University failure to provide this service for me.





I hope to hear from you soon





Thank you in advance





Vesna





NO REPLY FROM MS SUE BEACH
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