Sent: Wednesday, 9 July 2008 2:50 PM
To: IPART Mailbox
Subject: Review of Fees payable to the Protective Commissioner.

Dear Sirs/Madam,

Trying to digest more than twenty odd pages of the Office of Protective Commissioner’s (OPC)
proposal to IPART and the eighty odd pages from the IPART website as to the way in which fees
should be charged to OPC clients has been quite laborious. However | offer my views on this
extremely important issue.

As the daughter/guardian of a “protected person” (the OPC was appointed by the Guardianship
Tribunal in 2003), | find it unfair that the extremely large fees charged against my mother’s high net
worth assets managed by the OPC are used to subsidise those low net worth clients on a consistent
basis. In fact it is definitely not value for money in relation to the services provided to my mother.
Estate managers (now referred to as liaison team members) also appear to be glorified “account
clerks” and often rather inefficient ones at that.

In the five years of managing my mother’s affairs, visits from OPC staff to meet with her have
occurred on only three occasions. There has not been any financial plans provided to her or her
family in all this time. Vital decisions needing to be made in relation to sale of her property took over
eighteen months to be resolved. Relevant and important information regarding her financial affairs
at the outset was given to the OPC by her Power of Attorney (daughter). The only work required to
be done by the OPC was to change addresses for share dividends, service providers and/or bank
details for her working account with the OPC. After almost four years of negotiating with the US
Veterans Affairs to have my mother’s US War Widow’s pension transferred to her working account
with the OPC, it was finally decided (at my behest) to leave matters as they stood in 2003. As her
POA | had arranged for this pension to be direct debited into her bank account in 2003 in a matter of
months not years. Preparing her annual tax returns and ensuring bills are paid in a timely fashion
with occasional adjustments to her share portfolio are the main services being provided by the OPC
to date which do not in any way justify the exorbitant fees charged for these services.

Yes!! My mother does receive interest from investments held by the OPC in her name but after
management and investment fees have been deducted from this, the interest earned is less than
satisfactory compared to private trustee companies or even managed funds organisations.

In regard to the long list of services supposedly provided to new and/or ongoing clients, few of these
were or are required due to my mother’s astute management of her own affairs prior to the OPC'’s
appointment. Income from share dividends are automatically deposited into her bank accounts and
most outside investments not held by the OPC are also automatically adjusted according the financial
market. Bills requiring regular payments are fairly simple to maintain as these are usually paid
monthly/quarterly or annually so few hours are needed each month other than to reconcile her bank
statements. My brief tenure as her POA ensured that her sensible procedures were continued
and/or streamlined so as to function in the current financial/banking systems of today prior to the
OPC being appointed her financial “managers”. As her guardian | attend to any personal or health
requirements on a daily/weekly basis (she is in an aged care facility now) so the OPC has little to do
with her every day living needs nor should they.

To date despite an inquiry into the OPC’s administrative procedures in 2003 and some restructuring
of these in the past few years, little has changed in regard to the efficiency of the organisation. It can
also be quite disconcerting to continually have to justify any expenditure undertaken on my mother’s



behalf to liaison/financial team members when they have little concept of what is required to ensure
her health and well being.

The OPC has quite rightly suggested that any alteration to the current fee structure especially for
directly managed clients should be deferred until proposed restructuring procedures have been
implemented and assessed as to their effectiveness. It appears that the majority of clients and/or
their representatives making submissions to IPART on this issue have had similar unsatisfactory
dealings with the OPC and are in agreement that the OPC has to improve the services it provides
without increasing the fees.

| heartily concur with this view and suggest that any further changes should only occur after serious
in-depth scrutiny of all the Office of Protective Commissioner’s departments has been undertaken by
an independent body (with clients and/or their representatives on board) far removed from
governmental pressures.

Yours sincerely,
Elizabeth Lindsay
(Daughter/Guardian of Joyce Black)



