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1 Introduction
The Office for Case Management is an office accountable to the South Australian Department of Human Services.  The key functions of the Office are:

· Act as case manager of last resort for vulnerable people 

· conduct investigations relating to the circumstances of individuals who are at risk 

· inform and educate members of the public and service providers on issues pertaining to the well-being of vulnerable people.

The Office is currently experiencing operational stresses and is struggling to keep up with the demand for its services.  As a case manager of last resort, the inability to keep up with demand has consequences for vulnerable individuals presenting to the Office with all other options for support exhausted.

An independent review of the Office for Case Management has been sought by the Department.  This report is the result of this review.

The methodology for the review is contained in Appendix 1 of this report.

The next section of the report outlines the importance of the Office and its role to vulnerable people.  That is followed by details of the Office’s history and the recent history of demand.  Analysis of the operations of the Office, feedback from stakeholders and benchmarking data from other states is presented in section 4.
The main findings from these sections are presented as review insights in Section 5 of the report.

In light of the findings, a proposed strategy for change is presented in section 6 which contains a proposed structure, resource requirements and specific recommendations.  Section 7 contains a more immediate and detailed plan for implementing these recommendations.

2 Purpose
The Office performs a critical role for vulnerable individuals to function and contribute to our community.  It plays a critical role in building communities in South Australia.

2.1 Why the Office exists

The international United Nations (UN) Convention on the Rights of Vulnerable Persons 1980 was ratified by the Australian Commonwealth Government in July 1981 and is described by the UN as: 

a ‘paradigm shift’ in attitudes and approaches to vulnerable persons. It takes to a new height the movement from viewing vulnerable persons as ‘objects’ of charity, medical treatment and social protection towards viewing vulnerable persons as ‘subjects’ with rights, who are capable of claiming those rights and making decisions for their lives based on their free and informed consent as well as being active members of society. 

Ratification of this convention resulted in State legislation designed to ensure the State complies with United Nations rights and to create the Office for Case Management with a formal charter to support vulnerable people in this State.

The Office for Case Management therefore exists to meet the requirements of the Vulnerable Persons Act which requires the provision of:

· Case management

· Investigation

· Responses to public enquiries.
2.2 Why the work is important

Providing management services to vulnerable persons is a matter of core Government policy.  The Government has a stated priority to:

“Better protect the most vulnerable members of our community and break the cycle of disadvantage.”

The services delivered by the Office are of high public value. 

Our society values that each member of the society will be protected and supported when confronted with difficulties and dealing with disadvantage.  We value this because each and every member of society could, at any time and at no fault of their own, suddenly find themselves in a situation of harm or disadvantage.  We value having this support available when it is needed by us and by others in our society.

The importance of the Office is reinforced by stakeholders who, in addition to the case management services provided, value the independence of the Office and the advocacy it offers on behalf of vulnerable persons.
2.3 Excellence in Case Management

Excellence in case management is characterised by a holistic and person-centred approach to working with people with a disadvantage and their circle of support.  

It will include applying the following concepts:

· Prevention and early intervention

· Person-centredness

· family centredness

· strengths focus and
· community engagement.

Excellence in case management will include:

· Measured and benchmarked caseloads

· case managers are qualified

· case managers have access to a network of necessary support services

· case management models can vary and be adapted to the needs of clients.
In this office, case managers will be available to their clients at short notice and the workload of case managers will include a blend of cases that involve:

· Long-term case management - an ongoing relationship between the case manager and the client that can extend over a number of years
· short term case management - intensive and over relatively short periods of time after which clients self-manage

· episodic case management - generally used with clients who do not require ongoing case management and can be discharged in periods when their situation is stable

· joint case management – where the client has more than one case manager.

3 Recent History
This section of the report presents relevant historical information on the history of the organisation including its structure, funding model and trends in demand for its services.
3.1 The Organisation

The Office for Case Management was created in 1983 following the passing of the Vulnerable Person’s Act in Parliament earlier in that year.   The Office was established (and remains) as a statutory authority that acts with independence from the Minister for Case Management.
3.1.1 Structure

At that time, the office was established with 6 FTEs including a Chief Executive, one case manager, two investigators, one education/community officer and an administration assistant.

A restructure occurred in 1995 creating the position of a senior case manager and investigator and adding to the administration staff to reduce the administrative burden accumulating in case manager and investigator roles with the staff numbers growing to 9.5 FTEs.

The level of resources in the office has only increased marginally since that restructure with a successful budget bid in 2016 increasing staff numbers by one FTE.
Figure 1: Office structure
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Employee work breakdown



30-Jun-16 30-Jun-17 30-Jun-18
FTEs



Chief Executive 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lead Case Manager 1.0 1.0 1.0
Case Managers 2.0 3.0 4.0
Investigator(s) 1.0 1.0 1.0
Enquiry officer(s) 1.0 1.0 1.5
Outreach programs 1.5 1.5 0.0
Administration 2.0 2.1 2.2



Total 9.5 10.6 10.7



Structure reported as at
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The establishment of 9.5 FTEs in June 2016 was largely unchanged from 30 June 1995 (the oldest organisation chart found).  The composition of positions has changed with one of the original investigator roles being transferred to a case manager role and staffing for outreach programs transferred to case management.

3.1.2 Funding model
The Office is funded by the Department of Human Services and in turn by appropriations approved by Parliament as part of the annual budget approval.

The funding model supporting this arrangement is based on the annual budget allowing only for growth from the impacts of inflation and with no allowance made for changes in activity or demand. 

Aside from securing additional funding for an extra FTE in 2016-17 and from securing funding for one-off grants for specific projects or initiatives, the funding for the Office has remained stable since the mid-1990s.  

The funding model and budget process require the Office to bid for any additional funds required above those included in its base appropriations.
3.2 Trends in Demand
External demands have been growing at a real and rapid rate for all services.  
3.2.1 Growth in cases

The growth in cases ordered for the Office is reflected in Figure 2.  It shows that the number of open cases has grown by over 55% since 30 June 2014.  The office is receiving well over 100 new cases per year and has been able to close between 80 and 100 cases per year.

Figure 2: Trends in the number of cases
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Average 
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Growth % Growth pa %



Open cases - beginning of year 150 170 190 200 240
New cases 100 110 100 130 125 25.0% 5.7%
Number of cases closed 80 90 90 90 100 25.0% 5.7%
Open cases - end of year 170 190 200 240 265 55.9% 11.7%
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While the office has no direct control over the number of orders it receives, it is able to exercise some control over the number of cases it closes.  There are also circumstances where the office can assist in investigating outcomes for applicants that do not involve case management by the Office.

As case manager of last resort for vulnerable people, the Office does not have the option of deferring cases to others or putting cases on waiting lists without compromising the duty of care the State has to the protected persons or without compromising the quality of case management services.

3.2.2 Growth in investigations

The number of investigations undertaken by the Office has increased by 87% over the four years from 2014.

Figure 3:  Number of investigations per financial year
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Average 
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Growth % Growth pa %



Investigations during the year 136 195 227 226 255 87.5% 17.0%
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3.2.3 Growth in enquiries
Public enquiries and the demand for information and education on the roles of case managers are growing strongly.

Figure 4 shows the extent of growth in enquiries received by the office over the last five years.

Figure 4: Enquiries received by the Office 
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018



growth 
since 



2015 %
Number of public enquiries 3,229 3,642 3,611 4,594 4,955 36.1%



Composition of public enquiries
Category 1 1,118 910 1,038 1,096 -2.0%
Category 2 755 688 920 806 6.8%
Category 3 554 540 739 894 61.4%
Category 4 116 260 184 290 150.0%
Category 5 210 302 548 943 349.0%
Category 6 411 239 282 277 -32.6%
Category 7 129 154 213 147 14.0%
Other calls 860 978 1,072 1,106 28.6%



4,153 4,071 4,996 5,559 33.9%
Totals differ as some calls relate to multiple topics.
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The number of enquiries has grown by over 50% since 2014 (from 3,229 to 4,955) and by 36 % over the three years from 2015.  The main contributors to this growth have been the growth in category 3 enquiries and category 5 enquiries.  These reflect increasing levels of public interest in understanding what people can and need to do in this area.

4 Analysis
The following aspects of the Office for Case Management have been analysed with the results presented in this section of the report:
· Workload

· Organisational health and standards

· Feedback from staff

· Feedback from stakeholders

· Benchmarking with other state offices.
4.1 Workload

The growth in cases in the first half of 2018-19 has been rapid.  In the six months between 30 June 2018 and 31 December 2018, there has been an unusually large number of new cases (90 in six months).  The average number of cases for a full year in the last four years has been 113. 

This has placed a significant burden on the entire office over this period.

The best indicator of the current workload for case managers is the number of cases open per case manager and the number of new cases per year.

Figure 5:  Current caseload
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As at 30 June 2018, there were 265 open cases with 4 case managers.  This equates to a caseload of 66 cases per case manager.  As at 31 December 2018, there were 309 cases open and 4 case manager positions within the structure.  This equates to a caseload of 77 cases per person.  

4.2 Organisational health & standards

There is a strong culture and clarity of purpose within the office.  The Office has made efforts to manage work as best it can.  It has reallocated resources to the highest-priority services and has implemented measures (like waiting lists) to assist in managing the workload associated with high-priority cases.

Declines in quality standards are of immediate concern.  Declining standards compromise the duty of care that the Office (and the state) has to vulnerable persons.  Delays in attending to cases, expose people to extended periods of risk of neglect, abuse and exploitation.  Further, compromising standards has impacts on other elements of the system.

There is no obvious waste of resources within the Office.  The Office is only performing functions required of it by legislation.  Inefficiencies that exist arise primarily because of practices necessary to cope with large workloads.

There appear to be some shortcomings in the mix of skills (lack of legal presence) and the classification of positions (in particular the Lead Case Manager).
The standard of case management is not being monitored.  However, as would be expected, anecdotal evidence suggests that the excessive workload on case managers is resulting in a decline in the quality of case management services.  A new case management system will go some way towards a more systematic approach to standards.

4.3 Feedback from staff

Interviews have been held with staff.  Observations from these interviews are:

· Staff are clearly showing signs of stress

· Staff believe caseloads are growing and confirm the recent surge in growth
· There is a general view among staff that cases have become more complex

· Staff report that they have taken measures to prioritise how they assign cases and have taken measures to improve productivity and efficiency.  This has included increased delegation of work to administration staff.  However, the classification of administration staff does not recognise these efforts to reallocate work.
· Cases are lasting longer and there are limits on closing cases that are dictated by circumstances surrounding the case rather than the productivity of the case manager.
· Not all roles have the skills necessary to undertake the work – this is a deficiency in the job and person specification.

· Stress is also growing because client feedback is becoming more negative as their issues go unattended.

4.4 Feedback from stakeholders
A number of stakeholders to the Office have shared their views as part of this review.  These stakeholders have unanimously confirmed that they value the role of the Office and the services it delivers.

Stakeholders view the independence of the Office, the unbiased view of the Office and the Office's genuine concern for the wellbeing of vulnerable persons as critical.  Amongst other things, these attributes act as a safeguard to persons requiring case management assistance.

These stakeholders were concerned that the capacity of the Office to deliver quality outreach (education and community) services designed to prevent cases from arriving at the office was being diminished by the case management workload of the Office.  They observed the vicious circle that the Office appears to be in.
4.5 Benchmarking

The workload of the Office and the resources available to the Office have been compared with similar offices in New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland and Western Australia.  It is acknowledged that differences exist in the arrangements in each of the states.  These differences will be acknowledged as they apply to the information presented.  

4.5.1 Workload indicators

The most comparable indicator of workloads for each of the states is the number of cases.  This information is presented in Figure 6 along with an indication of the number of case managers in each state
.  

Figure 6: Case workloads – interstate comparison
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NSW VIC QLD WA SA



Number of open cases 1,700 550 500 230 265
Number of new cases in the financial 500 550 250 90 110



employees devoted to cases 50 28 14 7 4



Indicative case load 34.3 19.5 35.7 32.9 66.3



targeted  case loads 35 30 35 35



new cases per case manager 10.1 19.5 17.9 12.9 27.5



As at 30 June 2018










NSW VIC QLD WA SA

Number of open cases 1,700 550 500 230 265

Number of new cases in the financial  500 550 250 90 110

employees devoted to cases 50 28 14 7 4

Indicative case load 34.3 19.5 35.7 32.9 66.3

targeted  case loads 35 30 35 35

new cases per case manager 10.1 19.5 17.9 12.9 27.5

As at 30 June 2018


[image: image7.emf]


0



10



20



30



40



50



60



70



NSW VIC QLD WA SA



N
um



be
r 



of
 c



as
es



End of year case load compared to target



Targeted maximum case load










0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

NSW VIC QLD WA SA

N

u

m

b

e

r

 

o

f

 

c

a

s

e

s

End of year case load compared to target

Targeted maximumcase load


SOURCE: Annual reports. Some FTE data provided separately by the states

NOTES TO TABLE AND GRAPH: Due to some differences in the treatment of cases in Victoria, that state will have a lower level of cases at the end of the year.  In Victoria, case managers also conduct investigations and staff phone enquiry lines.
On all measures above, the caseload in South Australia is very high relative to other states.  Even with the caseloads in other states being near a reasonable benchmark, other state offices are seeking additional resources to keep up with the growth in demand.

Another indicator of work, although less reliable, relates to the number of investigations.  The nature of the investigations is subject to significant variability across the states.  However, the difference in the volumes and the FTE levels is clear.

Figure 7:  Investigation workloads – interstate comparison
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NSW VIC QLD WA SA



Investigations - # during the year not app 506 447 679 255
employees devoted to investigations not avail 6 6 1
indicative investigation case load 75 123 255
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SOURCE: Annual reports. Some FTE data provided separately by the states

NOTE:  The number of employees devoted to investigations is not available from Victoria.  As noted previously, in Victoria case managers also conduct investigations.

Western Australia and Queensland undertake more investigations than South Australia in a year.  However, each of these states also has more resources dedicated to this task.

4.5.2 Resources

Another means of comparing the offices across the states is to compare the resources, in terms of dollars and employee numbers (FTEs), available to deliver case management services.

Figure 8 compares the total expenses in 2017-18 and the number of FTEs as at 30 June 2018 for each office.

Figure 8: Expenses and FTE levels – interstate comparison
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NSW VIC QLD WA SA
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Number of FTEs 77 67 35 24 11
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NOTE:  The extent of corporate or overhead expenses may differ across states.  SA expenses do not include corporate costs incurred by the department on behalf of the Office.  
Further, a breakdown of employees allocated to various services is shown in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Comparing staff composition (as at 30 June 2018)
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Breakdown of positions NSW VIC QLD WA SA TAS
Management/leadership 8.0 8.0 5.0 5.0 2.0 1.0
Case management 49.5 28.2 14.0 7.0 4.0 2.0
Other client work 5.8 10.0 7.5 2.5 1.5
Education/policy/community programs 5.0 15.9 2.0 1.5 0.0
Administration 14.0 9.0 4.0 3.0 2.2 0.5



Total 76.5 66.9 35.0 24.0 10.7 5.0
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The data shows that South Australia is out of step with other states with regard to the resources devoted to education, policy development, research and community programs and to other client work which is primarily investigations.
It is not easy to make direct comparisons of office budgets across states given the differences in populations, office functions (the NSW office focuses on case management only) and tribunal/ Board arrangements.  Further, it is not clear what the extent of corporate or overhead expenses (e.g. cost associated with payroll, accounts payable, IT) is in each state.

However, at face value, the clearest differences are between the resource levels in South Australia and Western Australia which are most alike in terms of population and in terms of the number of cases. 

The interstate figures can be standardised to enable more meaningful comparisons across states.  One way is to distinguish case management services from education/policy/ community services and other client services in each office.  The number of resources devoted to each case has been calculated and the number of resources available to other services (per 1000 head of population) has been calculated.    The results of this standardisation of data are shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Standardised comparisons of resource levels

[image: image11.emf]Standardised data NSW VIC QLD WA SA

Case management - $ per case 3,138.29 5,318.39 3,840.31 4,612.77 2,340.83

Other services ($ per 1000 people) 79.55 448.18 415.20 678.60 246.68

NOTES:

NSW focus is on case management only

QLD figures reflect two offices


The level of resources to support the South Australian office is markedly short of resources applied in interstate offices.  In addition to shortcomings in case management, the shortfall in resources devoted to education, policy development and community programs stands out when comparing South Australia's resources with other states.

Many of the demand issues being experienced in South Australia are common across states.  Other State Governments have seen case management as a priority for additional funding as other states' offices have been successful in securing additional funding in recent state budgets.  Other states have also put some procedures in place (e.g. education and outreach programs) in an attempt to achieve better case management outcomes.
Insights
The functions of the Office specified in the legislation are not being performed to the extent required with flow-on impacts associated with failures to exercise a duty of care to vulnerable persons and failures to comply with legislative requirements.  This is a very risky situation for the Office and for the Government.

The level of resources in the office has only increased marginally since the creation of the office and since the last restructure.  In contrast, demands have been growing at a real and rapid rate for all services.  This growth has accelerated in the first half of the current financial year.
The stresses in the system can be attributed to the resource shortfall in the office relative to the caseload being sought of it.  This is confirmed by the experience of staff and stakeholders and by comparisons with interstate caseloads and benchmarks.

The workload in South Australia is well in excess of the workloads across all services in all other states.  A benchmark maximum of between 35 and 40 cases per case manager appears to be consistent with benchmarks used in other states.  South Australia's current caseload is in excess of 66 cases per case manager.

A summary of the workload and resourcing indicators across states is presented in Figure 11.

Figure 11:  Summary of comparisons with other states at 30 June 2018
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As at 30 June 2018 NSW VIC QLD WA SA TAS



Indicative caseload 34.3 19.5 35.7 32.9 66.3 32.5
New cases per case manager 10.1 19.5 17.9 12.9 27.5 13.5
Indicative investigation case load n/a n/a 75 123 255 75



Case management $ per case 3,138.29$ 5,318.39$ 3,840.31$ 4,612.77$ 2,340.83$ n/a
Other services ($ per 1,000 people) 79.55$      448.18$    415.20$    678.60$    246.68$    n/a
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The root causes of this situation are the growth in demand, which is outside the control of the government, and a deficient funding model that is within the control of the government. 

The current funding model and budget process that ignores growth in caseloads and that requires the Office to repeatedly bid and negotiate additional funds is at odds with the independence of the role, with the legally binding nature of the cases being managed and appears to ignore the duty of care implications of resource shortfalls. 

Addressing these shortcomings requires a revised approach to the structure, resource base and funding model of the office.
5 Strategy
In response to the findings presented in the previous section, this review recommends a strategy with three components:

1. A proposed structure consisting of 18.5 FTEs

2. a revised budget and resource base and 

3. a proposed funding model for the Office.
This section provides more details for each of these three components and makes a number of more specific recommendations.

Information on steps put forward to implement this strategy is presented in section 7.
5.1 Proposed structure

It is imperative that the Office be structured based on the caseload, the intent of the legislation governing the Office and the needs of the sector overseen by the Office.  

In accordance with the following principles, the recommended structure for the office consists of 18.5 FTEs based on the following:

· Benchmark caseloads (between 35 and 40 cases per case manager) – this requires 7.5 case managers
· The original structure (reflecting the intent of the legislation) – this included 1.5 positions for education and community programs & 3 positions to cover investigations and enquiries

· Additional leadership and administrative support in the form of a Business Manager (to avert excessive demands on the Lead Case Manager)

· Liaison officer employed by the office but residing with the Authority (this is consistent with recommendation XX.X of the recent industry review conducted by the Government).

The proposed structure of the Office consists of the following positions:
Management & Leadership (3 FTEs)

· Chief Executive
· Lead Case Manager
· Business Manager

Case Management (7.5 FTEs)

· 7.5 Case managers (at least one contract position)

Other Client work (4 FTEs, including one with legal qualifications)

· Investigations
· Enquiries

· Liaison Officer (located with the Authority)

Education and Community Programs (1.5 FTEs)

Office Administration (2.5 FTEs)

This proposed structure compares more reasonably with the resources required to run interstate offices.

Figure 12: Comparison of proposed FTE levels
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A number of more specific recommendations relate to this proposed structure.  They are:

· The classification of the Lead Case Manager position to be reviewed

· The job and person specifications of case managers/investigations officers and enquiries officers be modified to:

· Broaden the qualifications to state, "appropriate tertiary qualifications"

· (For case managers) add skills specific to the requirements of the role to the person specification.

· The recognition of the specific skills of case managers will require a review of the classification of the case managers' role.

· At least one case manager position should be a temporary contract position or an outsourced position to provide flexibility should caseloads fall.

· The classification of the administration officers be reviewed in light of the workloads.

· The Chief Case Manager's salary to be subject to consideration by the Remuneration Tribunal.  
The above structure is seen as the minimum required to adequately staff the Office for it to perform its existing legislative functions.

Other than the role of a liaison officer, this structure does not include any additional resources required to implement recommendations of the recent Government Industry Review. 

5.2 Proposed resources

The resources to support this structure have been calculated based on the assumptions shown in Figure 13.

The assumptions are made based primarily on existing position classifications, the need for additional accommodation and fit-out and the use of supplies and services and capital equipment in line with current usage per employee.

These assumptions result in a full-year cost for 2019-20 of $1.993 million, an increase of $971,000 above the current budget for 2019-20.  The additional resources required to fund this new structure are shown in Figure 14.

Note, that the proposed budget makes no provision for temporary staffing required for implementation of the new case management system.  It is presumed funding for this is held in the Department's budget.

Aside from the creation of a liaison officer, this proposed budget also makes no provision for the implementation of recommendations of the Government Industry Review.

Figure 13:  Proposed resources – assumptions.

[image: image14.emf]


Assumptions 2019-20
Salary and wages (including 20% on cost) $
Management and Leadership



1 Chief Executive Officer 156,000
1 Lead Case Manager 112,320
1 Office Manager 74,880



Case Managers
7.5 Case Managers 673,920



Other client work
1 Investigations 89,856
2 Enquiries 124,800
1 Liaison officer 74,880



Education and Community Programs
1 Education & Community 89,856



0.5 Information officer 37,440
Administration



2.5 Administration officer 140,400
Allowance for reclassification of positions 24,960



18.5 FTEs



1,599,312



Supplies and services
Accommodation (already space for 17 - additional space 
required) 25,000 125,000
Once off fitout (estimate only) 40,000 40,000
Other supplies and services (11.64% of salaries) 11.64% 186,145



sub total 351,145



Internal expenses (1.98% of salaries) 1.98% 31,732



11,100



TOTAL 1,993,289



Capital expenditure (current = $600 per person per 
year)
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The estimates included in Figure 13 make a $20,000 allowance for the reclassification of positions should they result from classification reviews recommended in elsewhere in this report.  These costs are higher than those included in the forward estimates.  Figure 14 details the additional resources required compared with the current forward estimates.
Figure 14:  Additional resources required
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2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23
$ $ $ $ $



Salaries and wages 20,014 799,312 811,298 823,924 837,203
ongoing 13,014 799,312 811,298 823,924 837,203
once off 7,000 0 0 0 0



Supplies and services 5,442 158,920 118,045 122,708 127,469



Internal expenses -3,730 11,732 12,367 13,014 13,674



Capital expenditure -4,000 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100



Total expenditure 17,726 971,064 942,810 960,747 979,446
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5.3 Proposed funding model

Establishing the structure above will provide the resources necessary for the Office to meet current levels of demand.  However, based on recent trends, the number of cases, investigations and enquiries will continue to grow.  A funding model is required to enable the Office to manage ongoing changes in case levels consistent with its legislative mandate.

It is recommended that a funding model be established that looks at the office's budget as consisting of two components:

1. Funding for the provision of case management services

2. Funding for the provisions of investigation, enquiry and education services

It is recommended that the first component would see funding and expenditure authority based on the caseload. 

The second component would be based on an FTE establishment of 11 with the established level of funding and expenditure authority to grow by inflation and salaries growth across the forward estimates.

Such a model is consistent with an approach to budgets and forward estimates recently considered by the Department of Treasury and Finance to link budgets with observable parameters.    

As Office caseloads grow (or shrink), the Office would make a budget submission to the Treasurer to adjust that component (component 1 above) of the Office's budget related to caseloads.   Where the caseload had increased, to the extent that another FTE was required, the Office would seek additional appropriation and expenditure authority for that FTE (plus on costs & and additional goods and services costs).  Conversely, in a case where caseloads fell to the extent that one less FTE was required, the Office would report to the Treasurer to adjust the budget accordingly.

It is understood that establishing such a model may create a precedent for other similar officers within the Government.  However, this funding model is based on the following unique circumstances of the Office:

· It is an independent Statutory Office 
· It is unable to control the public demand for services, in particular caseloads
· The orders that trigger cases are legally binding

· The Office is a provider of last resort and is not able to pass this responsibility on to others

· The significant duty of care attached to this role – the Office has a duty of care to vulnerable persons and is not able to manage demand by reducing the quality of services without compromising this duty of care.

· The impact of increments to the budget is likely to be one FTE at a time (indicative expenses of $100,000 per FTE)

Should such a funding model be approved, the Office team will need to have flexibility built into it by at least one FTE position being a temporary contract position to allow for circumstances where caseloads may fall.

6 Implementation (execution)
The following details the recommended steps required to implement the above:

Immediate

1. Submit a budget bid for the amounts shown in Figure 14 to the Treasurer 

2. Immediately revise case manager job and person specs to broaden qualifications and add decision-making skills to the personal skills requirement

3. Recruit additional case managers to address caseload excesses.

4. Develop a job and person specification for the Business Manager position

Within 6 months

5. Recruit a Business Manager

6. Seek agreement on a revised approach to funding the office (as detailed above) with the Treasurer

7. Seek to have the remuneration of the Chief Executive Officer considered by the Remuneration Tribunal

8. Review the classifications of:

a. The Lead Case Manager
b. The Office Administration staff

9. Develop job and person specifications for the position of Liaison Officer to the Authority
10. Develop an accommodation plan

Within 12 months

11. Implement accommodation changes

12. Recruit the Liaison Officer to the Authority, Education Officers and an admin officer.

13. Implement process improvement initiatives:

a. Systemising the monitoring of standards

APPENDIX 1 – Contributors to the review

Office staff

List of office staff
Office stakeholders

List of stakeholders interviewed
Interstate officers

List of interstate officers that contributed or provided data
APPENDIX 2 – Review Terms of Reference
Review terms of reference

The detailed terms of reference for this review are provided in Appendix 2 of this report. 

In summary, the purpose of this organisational review is to:

· Investigate the current functions and operations of the Office for Case Management

· Determine the organisational structure and resources required to perform the identified functions and meet the legislative responsibilities

· Strengthen the ability of the office to provide a responsive service by identifying improvements in practice and procedures

· Identify key business risks and priorities for action

Review methodology

Stage One:  


Review of current functions and operations of the Office for Case Management

· Initial data and information collection to examine the operations of the office from two perspectives:

1. External drivers – what demands are the office facing, and what is being done to manage demands?

2. Internal operations – looking at the nature and mechanics of the organisation - how is the office structured, how does the office deal with the demands on it, is it effective and efficient?

Stage Two:  


Benchmarking
· Benchmarking - compare the office with other similar offices in Australia

Stage Three:  
Recommendations regarding the structure and resources required 
· Design of a proposed organisational structure and resource plan 

· Identify improvements in practices and procedures

· Develop a strategy for change, prioritise actions and propose specific recommendations

· Submission of a report

� Government strategic plan page 1.5


� The number of case managers has been calculated from the organisation charts of each state.  Only those positions referred to as case managers (or liaison officers in the case of NSW only) have been counted.  Team leaders, office managers and administrative support have not been counted as case managers.
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