
 

Letter received at IPART 9 July from Barbara Ingram.   Retyped for website 11 July 2008 
 
Dear Dr Michael Keating AC, 
 
Please excuse this Submission being hand-written but I do not own a computer. 
 
On the nature of OPC fee structures 
1. I think one advantage of existing approach to fees and fee-for-service arrangement is that 
the well-to-do clients could pay much more than the pension only clients. 
 
The disadvantages of OPC’s existing approach to fees and fee-for-service arrangement 
would very much disadvantage the “POOR” clients. 
 
On the range and quality of OPS’s services: 
2. Why should the clients pay fees to reward it for improving the quality of its services, 
surely working better is enough reward in itself. 
 
3. There hasn’t been any value for money since the changes last August to liaison officers. To 
much time waiting on the phone, etc. 
 
4. Any decisions should be between the client and the OPC, provided the client has the 
capacity to make the decision. 
 
5. No change!! 
 
6. That the “poor clients” – only centrelink payment – is a key issue, so that they are not 
disadvantaged. That OPC send out account Statements every 3 mths instead of 6 ths – if 
there is something wrong, and there has been previously on mine, one is chasing the error 6 
mths down the track. 
 
On the cost of OPC services: 
7. Request more funding from both State and Federal Governments. 
 
8. I’m not sure of the impact on the cost and quality of OPC’s services. The impending 
restructure can only be better than before I hope. 
 
On principles for setting fees: 
9. Yes, the same principles should be used. 
 
10. No, the poor wouldn’t be able to afford a commission-base fees 
 
11. None!! – for poor clients only on a centrelink pension or benefit. 
 
12. Maybe for the ones that have substantial income or assets. 
 
On details in the fee structure for directly managed clients: 
13. If this 1.1 per cent is the monthly fee at present changed, then NO I am prepared to pay 
this. [sic]. 
 
14. Yes, it should be reduced!! 
 
15. Yes, it is most appropriate. 
 



 

16. Yes, it should depend on the value of clients assets, but no the demands of clients. 
 
On details in the fee structure for privately managed clients: 
17. Not very well, if they have a lot of assets and or income, they should pay more in fees 
than the poor. 
 
18. Should remain a predominately income based charge or an asset charge if this greater. 
 
19. More fully analysed and tested. 
 
20. There will probably always be some shortcomings, which is why either the State Treasury 
or the Federal Treasury should provide the necessary funding to cover this 
 
21. Their would not be any benefit to the “poor” clients if they had to pay the same as private 
clients – just the complete opposite. 
 
22. The directly managed clients are mostly the ones with only a Centrelink payment and 
should only be paying the monthly management fee. The well-to-do clients can afford to pay 
more in fees. 
 
On the determination of the level of subsidy 
23. On the basis of an assessment of each client’s capacity to pay. 
 
24. Should be set annually in the Budget. 
 
On deregulation of fees: 
25. I don’t think any benefit would be gained. 
 
On timing of the next review 
26. OPC’s fees should be subject to reappraisal in three years time by IPART which should 
give a report to both State and Federal Governments as well as the Attorney General. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Barbara Ingham 
Client and Aged Pensioner 
 
P.S.  
I am 67 years old and only on an aged pension. At present I am under the OPC but they plan 
to reintroduce fees that were charged before receiving funding to cover these fees, then I will 
be making representation to the Administrative Tribunal to handle my own money and bills. 
 
During the period I paid fees, the of these fees, including the monthly fee came to $550, just 
another debt added to the debts they were working out for me. As far as I am concerned, this 
wasn’t “very protective” and I might add I was never informed of these fees when it was 
decided by the Mental Health Tribunal for me to go under OPC in 2001. I was unable to 
attend either of the two hearings as I was ill in hospital, I didn’t even know they took place 
until afterwards. 
 
In a recent letter to one of the liaison officers I requested a $5 a week increase to my 
allowance, making it $90 per fortnight. But they said no, I couldn’t afford it but now they 
want to charge fees again!! If I can’t afford an increase in my allowance, how can I afford any 
more fees?? 


