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This submission regards the review of the fees charged by the NSW Office of the
Protective Commissioner.

My name is Mark Hildebrand and in November 2005 | was given control of my brother’s
(Stephen Hildebrand) finances by the NSW Office of the Protective Commissioner.
Therefore | am the private manager of my brother’s financial accounts. Recently | wrote
to the Office of the Protective Commissioner requesting a review of their mandatory fees
of 4% of net annual income.

The Protective Commissioner’s response was that the collection of fees can only be
waived or reduced if the payment of fees were to create financial hardship. This caused
me some concern as the fee is a legislated percentage rather than a fee based on services
provided during the year.

My experience is that after the first 12 months the services and support provided by the
Office of the Protective Commissioner is greatly reduced. That is, their services are
generally not required by myself or my brother. Currently besides the Office’s newsletter
I receive an annual email requesting that |1 submit my brother’s financial accounts. The
accounts are then submitted and | receive an invoice for over $2,000. Only $100 of this
amount is the fee for the examination and passing of a private manager’s accounts.

Therefore the fee of approximately $2000 is not as a result of services provided. It
appears to be a contribution towards the ‘running’ costs of the Office. Surely the a
significant percentage of the administration costs of the Office should be met by the
NSW government. The government’s apparent philosophy of full cost recovery from the
income and assets of those individuals who require support is a sad reflection on the
government.

My feeling is that as a private manager is that | do all the work and are then charged a fee
for the privilege. There is very little communication between myself and the Office of the
Protective Commissioner. This is as it should be because | manage Stephen’s day to day
finances in his best interests. In my view there is no need for communication unless a
major decision is required to be made by me on Stephen’s behalf and that decision
involves say more than $5000. Stephen’s family would also be consulted.

On a personal note Stephen’s dream is to one day own his own home and live in it with a
small dog. Although this dream will more than likely never become a reality due to his
medical condition | find it frustrating that a significant amount of money is paid to the
NSW Office of the Protective Commissioner rather than being added to his investment
account that one day may pay for his dream.



In summary | support a subsidised fee for service regime and if fees are charged then a

detailed invoice should be received outlining what services that have been provided and
their cost. In regards to these services | should be given the option of determining what
services | require and those | do not require.

Regards
Mark Hildebrand
12 July 2008



